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The Responsive Forest Governance Initiative (RFGI) is a research and training pro-
gram, focusing on environmental governance in Africa. It is jointly managed by the 
Council for the Development of Social Sciences Research in Africa (CODESRIA), 
the International Union for the Conservation of Nature (IUCN) and the Univer-
sity of Illinois at Urbana Champaign (UIUC). It is funded by the Swedish Interna-
tional Development Agency (SIDA). The RFGI activities are focused on 12 coun-
tries: Burkina Faso, Cameroon, DR Congo, Ghana, Kenya, Mozambique, Nigeria, 
Senegal, South Africa, South Sudan, Tanzania, and Uganda. The initiative is also 
training young, in-country policy researchers in order to build an Africa-wide net-
work of environmental governance analysts.
Nations worldwide have introduced decentralization reforms aspiring to make local 
government responsive and accountable to the needs and aspirations of citizens so as 
to improve equity, service delivery and resource management. Natural resources, es-
pecially forests, play an important role in these decentralizations since they provide 
local governments and local people with needed revenue, wealth, and subsistence. 
Responsive local governments can provide forest resource-dependent populations 
the flexibility they need to manage, adapt to and remain resilient in their changing 
environment. RFGI aims to enhance and help institutionalize widespread respon-
sive and accountable local governance processes that reduce vulnerability, enhance 
local wellbeing, and improve forest management with a special focus on develop-
ing safeguards and guidelines to ensure fair and equitable implementation of the 
Reduced Emissions from Deforestation and Forest Degradation (REDD+) and 
climate-adaptation interventions.
REDD+ is a global Programme for disbursing funds, primarily to pay national gov-
ernments of developing countries, to reduce forest carbon emission. REDD+ will 
require permanent local institutions that can integrate local needs with national and 
international objectives. The results from RFGI Africa research will be compared 
with results from collaborators in Asia and South America in order to enhance 
RFGI comparative scope, and to broaden its geographic policy relevance. 
RFGI Working Paper No. 3 
Responsive Forest Governance Initiative (RFGI)
Supporting Resilient Forest Livelihoods
through Local Representation
Social Protection in REDD+ Initiatives
A Review
Rebecca L. Rutt
© CODESRIA 2014
Council for the Development of  Social Science Research in Africa
Avenue Cheikh Anta Diop, Angle Canal IV
BP 3304 Dakar, CP 18524, Senegal
Website: www.codesria.org
ISBN: 978-2-86978-593-9
All rights reserved. No part of  this publication may be reproduced or transmitted in any 
form or by any means, electronic or mechanical, including photocopy, recording or any 
information storage or retrieval system without prior permission from CODESRIA. 
Typesetting: Djibril Fall
Cover image: With permission from Marc Ribot’s Ceramic Dog: Your Turn
                           (2013 Northern Spy Records/Yellowbird Records)
Cover design: Ibrahima Fofana
Distributed in Africa by CODESRIA
Distributed elsewhere by African Books Collective, Oxford, UK
Website: www.africanbookscollective.com
The Council for the Development of Social Science Research in Africa (CODESRIA) is 
an independent organisation whose principal objectives are to facilitate research, promote 
research-based publishing and create multiple forums geared towards the exchange of views 
and information among African researchers. All these are aimed at reducing the fragmenta-
tion of research in the continent through the creation of thematic research networks that cut 
across linguistic and regional boundaries. 
CODESRIA publishes Africa Development, the longest standing Africa based social science 
journal; Afrika Zamani, a journal of history; the African Sociological Review; the African Jour-
nal of International Affairs; Africa Review of Books and the Journal of Higher Education in Af-
rica. The Council also co-publishes the Africa Media Review; Identity, Culture and Politics: An 
Afro-Asian Dialogue; The African Anthropologist and the Afro-Arab Selections for Social Sciences. 
The results of its research and other activities are also disseminated through its Working Paper 
Series, Green Book Series, Monograph Series, Book Series, Policy Briefs and the CODESRIA 
Bulletin. Select CODESRIA publications are also accessible online at www.codesria.org.
CODESRIA would like to express its gratitude to the Swedish International Development 
Cooperation Agency (SIDA), the International Development Research Centre (IDRC), the 
Ford Foundation, the Carnegie Corporation of New York (CCNY), the Norwegian Agency 
for Development Cooperation (NORAD), the Danish Agency for International Develop-
ment (DANIDA), the French Ministry of Cooperation, the United Nations Development 
Programme (UNDP), the Netherlands Ministry of Foreign Affairs, the Rockefeller Founda-
tion, the Open Society Foundations (OSFs), TrustAfrica, UNESCO, UN Women, the Afri-
can Capacity Building Foundation (ACBF) and the Government of Senegal for supporting 
its research, training and publication programmes.
Contents
Acronyms ............................................................................................................................7
Acknowledgements ......................................................................................................... 11
Preface .............................................................................................................................. 13
Executive Summary ....................................................................................................... 17
1.  Introduction ........................................................................................................... 21
2.  Evolution of the REDD+ Mechanism in International Negotiations .... 27
3.  Social and Governance Aspects of REDD Readiness and Implementation .35
4.  Primary Multilateral REDD+ Processes and Associated Frameworks .. 39
 Forest Carbon Partnership Facility ..................................................................... 40
  FCPF steps for REDD+ readiness ................................................................ 41
  FCPF-specific Social Safeguard Efforts and Stakeholder Inclusion ....... 42
  Strengths and Limitations of the FCPF on Social Safeguarding 
  and Stakeholder Inclusion ............................................................................... 46
 UN-REDD Programme ........................................................................................ 47
  UN-REDD Steps for REDD+ Readiness ................................................... 52
  UN-REDD-Specific Social Safeguard Efforts and Stakeholder Inclusion ...53
  Strengths and Limitations of UN-REDD Social Safeguards 
  and Stakeholder Inclusion ............................................................................... 57
5.  Before REDD+: Instruments to Assess REDD+ Relevant Aspects........ 59
6.  REDD+ Ongoing: Research and Advocacy Groups Calling for Social  
 Protections  ............................................................................................................. 69
 Standards, Principles, Guidelines, Frameworks and Other Tools  
 to Incorporate Various Social Protections ......................................................... 70
 Others Calling for Social Protection in REDD+ ............................................ 79
6 Responsive Forest Governance Initiative (RFGI)
7.  During and after REDD+: Tools to Assess Compliance and                                                     
Outcomes ................................................................................................................. 87
8.  Discussion and Conclusions .............................................................................. 95
Notes  ............................................................................................................................... 99
References....................................................................................................................... 101
Annex 1: Elements of Free, Prior and Informed Consent ...................................... 111
Annex 2: Table on Values of Select REDD+ Social Tools ...................................... 113
Acronyms
AWG-LCA Ad Hoc Working Group on Long-term Cooperation 
 Action under the Convention 
BACI  Before-After/Control-Intervention 
BIA  Biodiversity Impact Assessment 
CBD  Convention on Biological Diversity 
CCBA Climate, Community and Biodiversity Alliance 
CDM Clean Development Mechanism 
CIFOR  Center for International Forestry Research 
COMIFAC  Commission des forêts d’Afrique Centrale
COP  Conference of the Parties 
ESMF  Environmental and Social Management Framework 
EU  European Union 
FAO  Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations 
FCPF  Forest Carbon Partnership Facility
FFI  Fauna & Flora International 
FGLG  Forest Governance Learning Group 
FLEGT  Forest Law Enforcement, Governance, and Trade  
FOCALI  Forest, Climate, and Livelihood research network 
FPIC   Free, Prior and Informed Consent 
FPP  Forest Peoples Programme
GCSREDD Global Comparative Study on REDD+
GFI  Governance of Forests Initiative 
GGCA  Global Gender and Climate Alliance 
GIZ  Deutsche Gesellschaft für Internationale Zusammenarbeit
ICDP Integrated conservation and development projects
ICV  Instituto Centro de Vida
IIED  International Institute for Environment and Development
8 Responsive Forest Governance Initiative (RFGI)
IMAFLORA  Institute for Forest and Agricultural Management 
 and Certification / Instituto de Manejo e Certificação
 Florestal e Agrícola
IMAZON  Instituto do Homem e Meio Ambiente da Amazonia
IUCN  International Union for Conservation of Nature 
LAS  Legality Assurance System 
LLS Livelihoods and Landscapes Strategy 
LULUCF Land use, land use change and forestry 
MRV  Measurement, reporting and verification 
NPD  National Programme Document
P&C  Principles and Criteria 
PES  Payments for ecosystem services
PGA Participatory Governance Assessments 
RECOFTC Center for People and Forests 
RED Reducing emissions from deforestation
REDD Reducing emissions from deforestation and forest degradation
REDD+ SES  REDD+ Social and Environmental Standards 
R-Package  Readiness Package 
R-PIN  Readiness Proposal Idea Note 
R-PP  Readiness Preparation Proposal 
RFN  Rainforest Foundation Norway 
RRI  Rights and Resources Initiative 
SBIA  Social and Biodiversity Impact Assessment 
SBSTA  Subsidiary Body for Scientific and Technological Advice
SESA Strategic Environmental and Social Assessment
SIA Social impact assessments 
UN CEDAW  United Nations Convention for the Elimination 
 of All Forms of Discrimination against Women 
UNDP  United Nations Development Programme 
UNDRIP United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous 
 Peoples
UNEP  United Nations Environment Programme 
UNFCCC  United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change 
UNFF  United Nations Forum on Forests 
UN PFII  United Nations Permanent Forum on Indigenous Issues 
9Social Protection in REDD+ Initiatives: A Review
VPA  Voluntary Partnership Agreements 
WEDO  Women’s Environment and Development Organization 
WOCAN  Women Organizing for Change in Agriculture  
 and Natural Resource Management 
WRI  World Resources Institute 

Acknowledgements
This paper benefitted greatly from comments and suggestions provided by Jens 
Friis Lund, Jesse Ribot and Jesper Tranberg. Any errors contained herein are the 
responsibility of the author. 

Preface
James Murombedzi, Jesse Ribot
 and Gretchen Walters
Struggles for control over and access to nature and natural resources; struggles 
over land, forests, pastures and fisheries, are struggles for survival, self deter-
mination, and meaning. Natural resources are central to rural lives and liveli-
hoods: they provide the material resources for survival, security, and freedom. 
To engage in the world requires assets that enable individuals, households, and 
communities to act in and on the world around them. The ability to accumulate 
assets and the ability to access government and market services depends partly 
on such resources along with the political-economic infrastructure – rights, 
recourse, representation, markets, and social services – that are the domain of 
government. Democracy, which both enables and requires the freedom to act, 
is predicated on these assets and infrastructures. Since the 1980s, African gov-
ernments have been implementing local government decentralization reforms 
aimed at making local government more democratic by making them responsive 
and accountable to citizen needs and aspirations; in many places this has been 
done through a decentralisation of natural resource governance to local admin-
istrations. In order to be responsive to individual, household and community 
demands, local governments, too, need resources and decision-making powers. 
There must be a public domain – a set of public resources, such as forests or 
fisheries, which constitute this domain of democracy, the domain of decisions 
and services that citizens can demand of government. Natural resources, when 
decentralized into the domain of local authority, form an important part of the 
resources of individuals, households, communities and governments, making 
possible this move toward local democracy. 
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Natural resources provide local governments and people with wealth 
and subsistence. While nature is not the only source of rural income, the 
decentralization of natural resources governance is a core component of lo-
cal government reform. However, governance reforms have been implement-
ed in a context broadly characterized by an enduring crisis of the Western 
economic and financial systems, which in turn has stimulated privatization 
and liberalization in every sphere of life, including nature. The process has 
deprived local governments of public resources – depriving individuals and 
communities of a reason to engage, as a powerless government is not worth 
trying to influence. Privatization is depriving forest-dependent peoples of 
their access to formerly ‘public’ or traditionally managed resources.  Nation-
al governments, as well as international bodies such as the United Nations 
programme, titled the Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and forest 
Degradation (REDD), further this trend as they collaborate with private in-
terests to promote the privatization of natural resources. The resulting en-
closures threaten the wellbeing of resource-dependent populations and the 
viability of democratic reforms. 
The specter of climate change is deepening the crisis of enclosure. A key re-
sponse to climate change has been the attempt to mitigate greenhouse gas emis-
sions through enhancing the capacity of forests in the developing world to store 
carbon, ostensibly for the benefit of the atmosphere as well as the communities 
who use these forests. UN REDD seeks to pay communities, through their na-
tional governments, to conserve their forests as carbon storage. A plus ‘+’ was 
added to REDD, forming REDD +, to call for improved ecosystems services, 
forest management, conservation, forest restoration and afforestation to enhance 
the capacity for carbon storage. Designed on the basis of similar payments for 
environmental services (PES) schemes, REDD+ has the potential to inject vast 
new sums of money into local resource use and governance. In the context of 
fragile local governments, nascent democracies and powerful private interests, 
such cash inflows result in the commercialization and privatization of forests and 
natural resources and the dispossession of local resource users. This financializa-
tion of natural resources grossly diminishes the scope for democratic natural re-
source governance schemes. To be sure, the implementation of REDD+ can also 
learn from and avoid the pitfalls experienced in these PES schemes, especially if 
they represent local interests in natural resource governance decision making.  
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The Responsive Forest Governance Initiative (RFGI) is an Africa-wide 
environmental-governance research and training program focusing on ena-
bling responsive and accountable decentralization to strengthen the repre-
sentation of forest-based rural people in local-government decision making. 
Since January 2012, the programme has carried out 33 case studies in 12 
African countries, with comparative cases Nepal and Peru, to assess the con-
ditions under which central authorities devolve forest management and use 
decisions to local government, and the conditions that enable local govern-
ment to engage in sound, equitable and pro-poor forest management. Aimed 
at enabling local government to play an integrative role in rural development 
and natural resource management, these case studies are now being finalized 
and published to elicit public discourse and debate on local government and 
local democracy. This Working Paper series will publish the RFGI case stud-
ies as well as other comparative studies of decentralized natural resources 
governance in Africa and elsewhere that focus on the interesction between 
local democracy and natural resource management schemes. Using the con-
cepts of institutionalchoice and recognition, the cases deal with a compre-
hensive range of issues in decentralized forest management in the context 
of REDD+, including the institutional choices of intervening agencies; the 
effects of such choices on accountability and representation; and the rela-
tionships between local government and other local institutions. The series 
will also include syntheses discussing the main findings of the RFGI research 
programme. 
Based at CODESRIA, and funded by the Swedish International Devel-
opment Agency (SIDA), the RFGI is a three year collaborative initiative of 
CODESRIA, the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign (UIUC) and 
the International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN). RFGI work-
ing papers and documents, including the background papers, the RFGI pro-
gramme description, and the RFGI Methods Handbook, can be found on 
line at http://www.codesria.org/spip.php, IUCN http://www.iucn.org/fr/
propos/union/secretariat/bureaux/paco/programmes/paco_forest/thema-
tiques_et_projets/gouvernance_and_iucn_tools/projets_en_cours/_pro-
gramme_de_recherche_initiative_pour_la_gouvernance_democratique_
des_forets_/ and UIUC http://sdep.beckman.illinois.edu/programs/
democracyenvironment.aspx#RFGI

Executive Summary
Reducing emissions from deforestation and forest degradation (REDD) is an 
important international approach to incentivizing improved forest management 
to reduce carbon emissions. Despite the uncertainty of whether REDD+ will be 
incorporated into a 2012 post-Kyoto Protocol UN agreement, REDD+ initia-
tives are moving forward as countries rush to prepare for the potential financial 
incentives. In early 2009, at least 144 REDD initiatives were already underway. 
These and more recent initiatives reveal the variety of options for designing 
REDD programmes, and include multilateral and bilateral schemes, nongovern-
mental organisation initiatives, and private-public partnerships. 
Debate, criticism, and fear havealready flourished about REDD+ and its po-
tential negative impacts on both the environment and people. It has been noted 
that market-based carbon offset mechanisms may be particularly risky for the 
poor, who are least likely to have a voice in the design of REDD+. There are also 
worries with regard to specific applications of REDD+, for example the fear of 
displacement and impoverishment of forest-dependent poor groups in the wake 
of expansion and stricter enforcement of conservation regulations without con-
sideration for local livelihoods.
In response to these concerns, there has been a proliferation of initiatives to 
develop social safeguards as well as guidelines, principles, frameworks, and other 
tools to protect and empower poor, marginalized and indigenous peoples in rela-
tion to REDD+. Some have also called for the application of existing standards 
to REDD+. Indeed there are many REDD+ relevant standards and certifica-
tion tools in the areas of, for example, forest governance and land-based carbon 
schemes. Ranging from the broad REDD+ social and environmental safeguards 
and principles laid out at COP 16 in Cancun in 2010, to the more narrowly 
focused efforts targeting particular vulnerable groups such as women or indig-
enous people, these efforts in sum represent an evolving focus beyond simply 
preserving and regenerating forests for carbon storage.
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This review seeks to provide an overview of these evolving efforts to develop 
and promote social safeguards. First, a brief narrative of the process from RED to 
REDD to REDD+ is provided to understand how different values have entered 
into the evolution of the understanding of the REDD endeavour. Then, the wid-
er spectrum of tools large and small, generic and specific, are presented, to pro-
vide a resource for those interested in what exists now with regard to REDD+ 
social protection demands. Further, the calls to action with regard to emerging 
and specific focus areas, beyond the traditional demands, for example, for stake-
holder participation are described. 
Although the current agreement on REDD+ is considered a success of the 
2010 COP 16 Cancun Agreements, the ideas behind the REDD global mecha-
nism were first introduced in the 1997 Kyoto Protocol, albeit with a restricted 
role, allowing only for afforestation and reforestation projects in Annex 1 coun-
tries1 togeneratecredits for trading under the Clean Development Mechanism. 
The concept of avoided deforestation re-emerged at COP 11 in Montreal in 
2005, where approaches to stimulate action on ‘reducing emissions from de-
forestation’ (RED) was on the agenda. In 2007 in Bali, the idea of integrating 
emission reductions from degradation was introduced, in spite of the challenges 
of its measurement. Further, social benefits, including how to deal with indig-
enous people and local communities as stakeholders and their rights in terms 
of participation, land tenure, distribution of funds etc., were debated.The Bali 
Road Map of 2007 not only for the first time stated that REDD can promote 
co-benefits, but also referred to a range of international agreements and associat-
ed instruments in the indicative guidance for REDD+ demonstration activities 
and thereby pointed to the relevance for REDD of a larger body of international 
norms, focusing on biodiversity, sustainable forest management and concerns for 
poverty and rights of indigenous and forest dependent groups.
At COP 14 in Poznan in 2008, REDD was transformed into REDD+ 
through the inclusion of strategies that go beyond deforestation and forest deg-
radation to include the role of conservation, sustainable management of forests, 
and enhancement of forest carbon stocks in reducing emissions. Albeit often de-
scribed as an overall failure, COP 15 in Copenhagen in 2009 did give REDD+ 
a boost, with a decision adopted thatsupports REDD+. Specifically, the decision 
requests the parties to identify drivers of deforestation and forest degradation 
and to take REDD+ actions, following a three-phased approach that has since 
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been widely adopted. At COP 16 in Cancun both the Green Climate Fund and, 
after five years of discussion2, a delineation of social and environmental prin-
ciples and safeguards were unveiled. The scope of REDD+ was finally agreed 
upon: reducing emissions from deforestation; reducing emissions from forest 
degradation; conservation of carbon stocks; sustainable management of forests; 
and enhancement of forest carbon stocks. Countries were requested to develop 
national REDD+ strategies and action plans, national/sub-national forest emis-
sions reference levels, a national forest monitoring system for REDD+ activities, 
and a system for reporting on how safeguards are being managed and observed. 
Towards the COP 17 in Durban, South Africa in December 2011, a system for 
reporting on how social safeguards are addressed and respected during REDD+ 
implementation and how this system will plug into the measurement, reporting 
and verification (MRV) systems and modalities are being discussed.
The reviewed tools on social aspects of REDD+ projects cover the entire pol-
icy process from development over implementation to evaluation, and focus on 
identifying and mitigating risks, promoting various co-benefits, and securing the 
inclusion of a broad range of stakeholders in the process. 
The tools focusing on the policy development phase are theForest Carbon 
Partnership’s (FCPF) Strategic Environmental and Social Assessment (SESA), 
theUnited Nations Collaborative Initiative on Reducing Emissions from Defor-
estation and Forest Degradation’s (UN-REDD)’s risk identification and miti-
gation tool, and the Climate, Community and Biodiversity Alliance (CCBA) 
and Care’s REDD+ Social and Environmental Standards (SES), that all draw 
on a number of more generic forest governance assessment tools that are also 
reviewed. 
These mainly focus on the national level of policy making, although CCBA 
and Care’s REDD+ SES also has a specific project level focus. The review indi-
cates that the CCBA and Care’s REDD+ SES has a higher level of detail with re-
gard to social safeguards, whereas the UN-REDD tool is more elaborate on and 
gives more weight to environmental concerns. Further, the review indicates that 
the FCPF – possibly due to its inherent focus on the national and strategic level 
– includes fewer of the social and environmental values. Finally, the overview 
shows that none of these three larger processes of developing social safeguards 
give much attention to the process of stakeholder identification and independ-
ent and participatory process monitoring. With regard to the latter, however, 
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the Participatory Governance Assessment Tool that is under development by the 
UN-REDD constitutes a notable exception.
The tools with particular focus onprocess-related issues of inclusion and par-
ticipation in implementation are the joint FCPF & UN-REDD’s Guidelines 
on Stakeholder Engagement, the UN-REDD Participatory Governance Assess-
ment Tool, and parts of the CCBA and Care’s REDD+ SES. The Principles and 
Approaches for Policy and Project Development by the Center for People and 
Forests (RECOFTC) and Deutsche Gesellschaftfür Internationale Zusamme-
narbeit (GIZ 2011) is an example of an effort to develop elaborate guidance on 
process, including identification of stakeholdersmainly at the project level. 
Finally, project-level assessment of social impacts (e.g. poverty and social im-
pact assessments (SIAs) is covered in, among others, the Social and Biodiversity 
Impact Assessment (SBIA) Manual for REDD+ Projects and the guide to learn-
ing about the livelihood impacts of REDD+ projects. In addition to these, the 
review has covered a number of smaller and more specific tools that are useful at 
various stages of project design, implementation, and review.
The review reveals that the international REDD+ discourse and national 
processes have progressed toward an increasing focus on social protections for 
the poor. Accordingly, REDD+ specific tools to protect and empower the most 
vulnerable are being generated. Their range is diverse; some are exclusively proc-
ess-focused, whereas others centre on substantive standards, principles, criteria, 
and indicators. Among those mentioned in this document, there is substantial 
overlap in the issues addressed, although differences exist with regard to the 
point of departure, the level of detail, and the intended outcomes. The sum of ef-
forts, however, provides a very wide and elaborate coverage of social and environ-
mental issues.The issue at hand is one of assuring alignment between the differ-
ent efforts based on an agreement on minimum standards across the board. This 
would also counter the problem identified in previous analyses of the existing 
social safeguards; that no one standard provides comprehensive coverage of the 
criteria set out in the Cancun decision safeguards. Alignment of criteria and pro-
cedures would not only guarantee a common minimum standard for social and 
environmental safeguards, it would, in all likelihood, also contribute towards ef-
ficiency in REDD+ processes through opportunities for replication of processes. 
1Introduction
Despite the uncertainty of whether reducing emissions from deforestation and 
forest degradation (REDD)will be incorporated into a 2012 post-Kyoto Proto-
col UN agreement, REDD initiatives are moving forward as countries rush to 
prepare for the potential financial incentives. In early 2009, at least 144 REDD 
initiatives were already underway (Cotula and Mayers 2009). These initiatives 
reveal the variety of options for designing REDD programmes. They include 
multilateral schemes (e.g. the World Bank Forest Carbon Partnership Facility), 
bilateral schemes (e.g. the Norwegian Agency for Development Cooperation 
Climate and Forest Initiative Funding Scheme), nongovernmental organisation 
initiatives (e.g. Conservation International in Madagascar) and private-public 
partnerships (e.g. Government of Aceh, Fauna and Flora International, Carbon 
Conservation with investment from Merrill Lynch and the US states of Califor-
nia, Illinois and Wisconsin) (Springate-Baginski and Wollenberg 2010:2). The 
Brazilian Development Bank has also independently created a country fund and 
scheme for payments related to ecosystem services (ibid).
Yet even before COP 13 in Bali, where the REDD mechanism in its present 
REDD+3 form was formalized, there had been much debate, criticism, and 
fear surrounding the use of the instrument and its potential negative impacts 
on both the environment and people. It has been well noted that market-based 
carbon offset mechanisms may be particularly risky for the poor, who are least 
likely to have a voice in the design of REDD (Peskett et al. 2008 cited: Lohmann 
2006). The global scale of the REDD+ dialogue, and design risks overlooking 
local challenges and issues, and there are indications that the linkages of possible 
benefit flows (or co-benefits) to carbon markets are oversimplified. An example 
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of this is in the use of ‘community’ without disaggregating differences within 
communities (Peskett et al. 2008). There are also worries about certain applica-
tions of REDD+, for example, the fear of displacement and impoverishment of 
forest-dependent poor groups in the wake of expansion and stricter enforcement 
of conservation regulations without consideration for local livelihoods (Moss 
and Nussbaum 2011). 
In reaction to these concerns, there has been a recent proliferation of initia-
tives to develop social safeguards as well as guidelines, principles, frameworks, 
and other tools that intend to protect and empower poor, marginalized, and 
indigenous peoples in the implementation of REDD projects. Some have also 
called for the application of existing standards to REDD investments to improve 
benefits for the poor (e.g. Peskett et al. 2008). There are many REDD+ relevant 
standards and certification tools in the areas of, for example, forest governance 
and land-based carbon schemes (see Merger, Dutschke and Verchot 2011). 
Similarly, Moss and Nussbaum (2011) assert the importance of coordinating 
REDD+ with other efforts to achieve similar social goals, such as the European 
Union’s Forest Law Enforcement, Governance, and Trade Initiative (FLEGT) 
(Box 1). Ranging from the broad REDD+ social and environmental safeguards 
and principles laid out at the COP 16 in Cancun in 2010, to the more narrowly 
focused efforts targeting particularly vulnerable groups such as women or indig-
enous people, these efforts in sum represent an evolving focus beyond simply 
preserving and regenerating forests for carbon storage.
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Box 1: FLEGT, the VPA Process and REDD+
FLEGT Voluntary Partnership Agreements (VPAs) are legally binding bilateral agreements 
between the European Union (EU) and timber exporting countries, which aim to guarantee 
the legality of wood exported to the EU and to support countries in improving their own 
forestry regulation and governance. The REDD+ safeguards outlined in the Cancun agree-
ments mention national forest governance structures and participation of relevant stakehold-
ers, in particular, indigenous peoples and local communities, both of which are integral to 
FLEGT and specifically VPA building processes.
VPAs are designed in step two of the four-step FLEGT implementation process. They in-
clude a Legality Assurance System (LAS), which should provide on-the-ground input into 
monitoring and verification of forest management and degradation. VPAs also contain a 
detailed plan that sets out clearly defined, time-bound actions for improving forest sector 
governance and social safeguards, which ‘should seek to minimize adverse impacts on local 
communities and poor people by taking account of indigenous and local communities’ live-
lihoods associated with forests, and to pursue broad stakeholder involvement’ (EFI 2007). 
The term ‘safeguards’ refers to the need to protect against social and/or envi-
ronmental damage or harm (Moss and Nussbaum 2011). Safeguards may appear 
as measures such as policies or procedures that are designed to prevent adverse 
outcomes of actions or programmes (ibid.). A safeguard system should at the 
minimum be a risk management tool, though it can also support the generation 
of co-benefits (Murphy 2011). With regard to REDD+, there is debate as to 
the adequacy of a ‘no harm’ principle as compared to actively making REDD+ 
work for the poor. This implies that REDD+ initiatives must make a positive 
contribution to poverty reduction. Peskett et al. (2008) acknowledge that this is 
as much a pragmatic issue as a moral one, as the choice could affect the effective-
ness of REDD as ‘loading numerous social criteria on to an instrument primarily 
designed to tackle climate change’ may create a disincentive for investors. How-
ever, Ribot (2011) asserts that if REDD strives only for neutrality (rather than 
affirmative action), it will deepen inequalities.
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Other social protection-related review papers have been created. These re-
sources have been helpful in drafting the present document. For example, the 
following were drawn upon:
•	 Moss and Nassbaum’s (2011) comparison of three approaches to the de-
velopment of social and environmental standards and principles by the 
FCPF, the UN-REDD Programme, and the CCBA with Care Interna-
tional; 
•	 Murphy’s (2011) exploration of the critical issues in the design of an in-
formation-sharing system for social safeguards and multiple benefits; and 
•	 Merger, Dutschke and Verchot’s (2011) comparison and evaluation of 
the practical applicability to REDD+ of nine non-REDD-specific and 
one REDD-specific forest management, social, environmental, and car-
bon standards.
This review paper is not prescriptive, but presents the wider spectrum of tools 
large and small, generic and specific, to provide a resource for those interested 
in what exists now with regard to REDD+ social protection demands.  It also 
describes the calls to action with regard to emerging and specific focus areas be-
yond the traditional demands for stakeholder participation. Specifically, this pa-
per hasattempted to catalogue the development over time of REDD+ standards, 
guidelines, indicators, and other tools and calls to promote social issues. Finally, 
this paper attempts to produce a brief narrative of how REDD+ evolved from 
RED to REDD to REDD+. Part of the purpose of putting it into this historic 
order is to understand how different values have entered into the evolution of 
the understanding of the RED endeavour and how different groups are asserting 
their concerns into the process. This implies an overview and brief description of:
•	 the main institutions (donors, governments, intergovernmental agencies, 
NGOs, universities, research institutions) involved;
•	 the social/institutional (governance, distribution, equity, wellbeing and 
justice) indicators, standards and guidelines;
•	 the stated objectives of the indicators, standards and guidelines;
•	 the targeted users of the indicators, standards and guidelines, and
•	 the scales at which the indicators, standards and guidelines operate.
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All tools within this review have been assessed, with a brief evaluation of:
•	 the values (i.e. the assumed notions of what is to be valued and to be pro-
moted) that the indicators are measuring, and
•	 their likely benefits and limitations.
Finally, a table presents the substantive values included within a selection of so-
cial tools described herein, namely the CCBA and Care REDD+ Social and En-
vironmental Standards, FCPF’s Strategic Environmental and Social Assessments 
combined with their Guidelines on Stakeholder Engagement in REDD+, and 
the UN-REDD Programme’s Social and Environmental Principles and Criteria 
combined with their Guidelines on Stakeholder Engagement in REDD+ (see 
Annex 2). The criteria include: property rights, access rights, benefit sharing, 
biodiversity, livelihood, participation, information, human rights, FPIC, griev-
ance, stakeholder representation, stakeholder identification, independent proc-
ess monitoring, and participatory process monitoring. A more detailed descrip-
tion of these values is included in Annex 2.

2Evolution of the REDD+ Mechanism  
in International Negotiations
 
	  
RED	   REDD	   REDD+	  
Although the current agreement on REDD+ is considered a success of the 2010 
COP 16 Cancun Agreements, the text of which is an outcome of the Ad Hoc 
Working Group on Long-term Cooperation Action under the Convention 
(AWG-LCA) and includes a REDD+ framework.The ideas behind the pro-
posed REDD global mechanism were first introduced in the 1997 Kyoto Proto-
col4. Disagreement on the contribution of land use, land use change and forestry 
(LULUCF) activities to global carbon emissions, as well as a lack of confidence 
in their measurement, reporting, and verification,however, led to a restricted role 
for REDD activities. Only afforestation and reforestation projects in Annex 1 
countries were eligible to generate credits for trading under the Clean Develop-
ment Mechanism (CDM) (Carbon Planet 2009).
The concept of avoided deforestationre-emerged in 2005, when the newly 
formed Coalition for RainforestNations, via the Governments of Papua New 
Guinea and Costa Rica, requested that approaches to stimulate action on reduc-
ing emissions from deforestation (RED) in developing countries become a for-
mal agenda item at COP 11 in Montreal. Specifically, they proposed to give de-
veloping countries access to a potential carbon market through credits generated 
from RED activities, with the intention that developed nations would provide 
incentives to developing nations to keep their forests standing (Brunner et al. 
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2010). Eventually, the value of the carbon would become equal to or greater than 
profits from logging, monoculture plantations, agriculture, etc. (ibid.). Govern-
ments agreed to initiate consideration by the Subsidiary Body for Scientific and 
Technological Advice(SBSTA), the body tasked with providing Parties to the 
United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) with 
advice on scientific, technological and methodological matters, at its 24th session 
in Bonn in mid 2006.
In 2007, the idea of integrating emission reductions from degradation was in-
troduced by some African countries within the Commission des forêts d’Afrique 
Centrale (COMIFAC) proposal to the UNFCCC. Central Africa is the third 
most important tropical forest biome in the world and is threatened more by 
degradation than by deforestation (Rubio-Alvarado and Wertz-Kanounnikoff 
2007; Peskett et al. 2008). Forest degradation had been left out of many early 
proposals for REDD mainly because of technological challenges of measuring 
and monitoring, in addition to political opposition by some countries (Peskett 
et al. 2008). 
Following SBSTA deliberation and several workshops, the Bali Action Plan 
was adopted at COP13 in 2007, of which paragraph 1, b. iii states: ‘Policy ap-
proaches and positive incentives on issues relating to reducing emissions from defor-
estation and forest degradation in developing countries; and the role of conservation, 
sustainable management of forests and enhancement of forest carbon stocks in de-
veloping countries’.  In addition to deforestation, degradation was also recognized 
as a significant contributor to forest carbon emissions. Including degradation in 
the proposed mechanism not only increased the potential scope of RED, it also 
was seen to increase the international equity of the mechanism by encouraging 
participation by a wider range of countries, in particular the many poor African 
countries in which degradation is the key driver of carbon emissions from for-
ests (Murdiyarso et al. 2008). Going from RED to REDD, however, may also 
increase the risks for the poor in the form of oppressive actions against the forest 
degrading activities they depend upon (e.g. charcoaling and swidden agriculture) 
(Angelsen 2008:111).
The proposed mechanism for reducing emissions from deforestation and 
forest degradation (REDD) was now formalized, but several issues remained 
contentious. There is still disagreement on finance mechanisms, institutional ar-
rangements, and challenges in measurement, reporting, and verification. Further, 
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social benefits, including how to deal with indigenous people and local com-
munities as stakeholders and their rights in terms of participation, land tenure, 
distribution of funds etc., was – and continues to be – widely debated. Brown, 
Seymour and Peskett (2008) note that REDD was negotiated in the context of 
other international agreements and associated instruments that recognise the 
importance of social co-benefits5 in forest management. The Bali Road Map stat-
ed for the first time that REDD could promote co-benefits,6 and also referred 
to international agreements and associated instruments like the indicative guid-
ance for REDD+ demonstration activities. This guidance states that REDD+ 
activities ‘should be consistent with sustainable forest management, noting, inter 
alia, the relevant provisions of the United Nations Forum on Forests (UNFF), 
United Nations Convention to Combat Desertification and the Convention on 
Biological Diversity’ (UNFCCC 2008). For example, a purpose of the UNFF 
non-legally binding instrument is ‘to enhance the contribution of forests to the 
achievement of the internationally agreed development goals, including the Mil-
lennium Development Goals, with respect to poverty eradication and environ-
mental sustainability...’ (UN 2008). Article 20 of the Convention on Biological 
Diversity asserts that ‘economic and social development and poverty eradication 
are the first and overriding priorities of the developing country partners,’ and that 
international support must respect national plans, priorities and programmes 
(CBD 1992). These kinds of agreements, as well as instruments such as the safe-
guard policies of multilateral development banks, supply an emerging body of 
international norms relevant to REDD (Brown, Seymour and Peskett 2008).
At COP 14 in Poznan in 2008, pressure from countries such as India, which 
wished to see conservation, sustainable forest management and the enhancement 
of forest carbon stocks given the same level of priority in the negotiations as de-
forestation and forest degradation, resulted in a comma replacing the semi-colon 
between the words ‘developing countries’ and ‘the role of conservation’ (Carbon 
Planet 2009). This implied the formalization of REDD+, i.e. strategies that go 
beyond deforestation and forest degradation to include the role of conservation, 
sustainable management of forests, and enhancement of forest carbon stocks in 
reducing emissions. The + effectively increased the coverage of REDD to many 
non-tropical countries that are already engaged in afforestation, such as India 
and China. Fears quickly arose, however, that increased conservation entailed 
a risk of evictions and loss of rights for indigenous and forest-dependent com-
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munities. Similarly, fears were expressed that sustainable management of forests 
could promote subsidies to commercial logging companies, and that enhance-
ment of stocks might encourage the conversion of land that included forests to 
industrial plantations, with serious implications for biodiversity and local com-
munities (Butler 2009; Friends of the Earth 2010; Lang 2010). 
Meetings in Bonn and Barcelona in 2009 aimed to facilitate the negotiations 
among parties on the fulfilment of the Bali Action Plan towards the agreed out-
come to be adopted at COP 15 in Copenhagen in 2009. In the same year, a 
REDD Options Assessment Report prepared by the Meridian Institute advised, 
among other things, that REDD+ initiatives ought to be undertaken in three 
successive, though sometimes overlapping, phases. Phase one involves a pre-
paratory or readiness period, with a focus on capacity building and stakeholder 
engagement, while creating a national strategy to address country-specific driv-
ers of deforestation. National policies and measures for the implementation of 
REDD will be built and undertaken in phase two, while the third phase is for 
the full implementation of REDD activities with performance-based payments. 
Although many REDD+ related issues remained unresolved, from weak provi-
sions for indigenous peoples to the distinction between natural forests and plan-
tation forests and uncertainty regarding financing mechanisms, COP 15 did give 
REDD+ a boost, with a decision adopted on methodological guidance, which 
includes REDD+ activities. Specifically, parties were requested to identify driv-
ers of deforestation and forest degradation, REDD+ actions to be taken, to use 
the most recent IPCC guidance and guidelines for carbon accounting, to estab-
lish national forest monitoring systems, and to engage indigenous people and 
local communities in monitoring and reporting (FAO 2010a). The phased ap-
proach as proposed by the Meridian Institute report is also reflected within the 
REDD+ text of the Copenhagen Accord (and subsequent Cancun Agreement 
of the following year), and has been widely appreciated, with many countries 
and supporting institutions already taking up this approach in ongoing REDD+ 
preparation processes (Verchot and Petkova 2010).
COP 16 in Cancun in 2010 saw the unveiling of the Green Climate Fund 
(a financial mechanism of the Convention to support projects and other activi-
ties in developing countries including REDD+, to be agreed upon at COP 17 
in Durban) and, after five years of discussion,7 a delineation of principles and 
safeguards to counteract potential negative social and environmental impacts of 
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REDD+ actions (see Box 2). The scope of REDD+ was finally agreed upon, 
namely reducing emissions from deforestation; reducing emissions from forest 
degradation; conservation of carbon stocks; sustainable management of forests; 
and enhancement of forest carbon stocks. Countries were requested to develop 
national REDD+ strategies and action plans, national/sub-national forest emis-
sions reference levels, a national forest monitoring system for REDD+ activities, 
and a system for reporting on how safeguards are being managed and observed. 
Carbon accounting rules were still unclear, with debate raised on what is good 
forest management and how can it be incentivized (FAO 2010b). 
Box 2: Guidance and safeguards
for policy approaches and positive incentives on issues relating
to REDD+ in developing countries
The COP 16 decision encouraged developing country parties to contribute to mitigation 
actions in the forest sector by undertaking REDD+ activities, and also encouraged parties 
to respect the following guidance or principles:  
•	 Be	country-driven	and	consider	the	options	available	to	parties	
•	 Be	consistent	with	the	objective	of	environmental	integrity,	and	take	into	account	the	
multiple functions of forests and other ecosystems  
•	 Act	in	accordance	with	national	development	priorities,	objectives,	circumstances,	and	
capabilities, and respect sovereignty
•	 Be	consistent	with	parties’	national	sustainable	development	needs	and	goals
•	 Implement	in	the	context	of	sustainable	development	and	reducing	poverty,	while	re-
sponding to climate change
•	 Be	consistent	with	the	adaptation	needs	of	the	country	
•	 Use	adequate	and	predictable	financial	and	technology	support,	including	support	for	
capacity-building  
•	 Be	results-based
•	 Promote	sustainable	management	of	forests
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When undertaking these activities, the following safeguards should be promoted and sup-
ported: 
•	 Actions complement or are consistent with the objectives of national forest programmes 
and relevant international conventions and agreements
•	 Transparent	and	effective	national	forest	governance	structures,	taking	into	account	na-
tional legislation and sovereignty
•	 Respect	for	the	knowledge	and	rights	of	indigenous	peoples	and	members	of	local	com-
munities, by taking into account relevant international obligations, national circum-
stances and laws, and noting that the United Nations General Assembly has adopted 
the United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples
•	 The	full	 and	effective	participation	of	 relevant	 stakeholders,	 in	particular	 indigenous	
peoples and local communities, in the actions referred to in paragraphs 70 and 72 of 
this decision
•	 Actions	are	consistent	with	the	conservation	of	natural	forests	and	biological	diversity,	
ensuring that the actions... are not used for the conversion of natural forests, but are 
instead used to incentivize the protection and conservation of natural forests and their 
ecosystem services, and to enhance other social and environmental benefits
•	 Actions	to	address	the	risks	of	reversals		
•	 Actions	to	reduce	displacement	of	emissions
Source: UNFCCC 2011.
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The Cancun Agreement at COP 16 confirmed the scope of REDD+, outlin-
ing five mitigation activities as well as principles and safeguards to be respected 
while undertaking these activities. The modalities and processes for the REDD+ 
mechanism will continue to be negotiated under the UNFCCC, and a concrete 
structure remains elusive. A balancing of interests will be required to develop a 
mechanism that provides vigorous, valid emissions reductions, while supporting 
safeguards and promoting multiple benefits and sustainable development (Mur-
phy 2011). Negotiations will address at least two outstanding issues regarding 
safeguards in the lead-up to COP 17 to be held in Durban, South Africa in De-
cember 2011. The first is a system (the modalities and guidance) for reporting on 
how safeguards are addressed and respected, while respecting sovereignty, during 
REDD+ implementation. The second issue is how this system will plug into the 
measurement, reporting and verification (MRV) systems and modalities. The fo-
cus at the latest Bonn UNFCCC discussions in June2011 wason these topics, as 
well as how to deal with other unresolved issues such as reference emissionlevels 
and the financing of REDD+. Parties identified (but did not agree to) a list of 
principles for the system(s), including transparency, reliability, adaptability to 
national circumstances, regularity, predictability, consistency, and comparabil-
ity (FAO 2011). The draft conclusions adopted by the parties consist of a list of 
points to be considered as general guidance for submissions.

3Social and Governance Aspects 
of REDD Readiness and Implementation
Phase one of the three-step REDD+ implementation approach, REDD readi-
ness, is about preparing recipient countries for a post-2012 REDD+ payment 
mechanism funded by multilaterals (the linking of REDD to compliance mar-
kets by Phase three depends on whether the UNFCCC process can reach a le-
gally-binding post-2012 climate agreement with binding emissions reductions 
of Annex 1 countries) and potentially private carbon markets (IUCN 2011a). 
Initially, readiness focused on preparing an effective and equitable strategy to 
reduce emissions developed through local stakeholder consultations, institu-
tional, technical, human capacity building, designing MRV and forest carbon 
accounting systems, and generating baselines and reference scenarios against 
which to measure deforestation reductions (Varghese 2009). However, broader 
governance and social issues quickly came to the forefront as vital for successful 
REDD+ preparation (e.g. Brown and Bird 2008; RRI and RFN 2008). 
AlthoughREDD has much potential to deliver benefits both for forest de-
pendent communities and ecosystems, many uncertainties in implementation 
remain. REDD processes specifically pose significant risks to the poor, such as 
elite capture of benefits, potential loss of access to land and lack of voice in deci-
sion-making (Peskett et al. 2008). This is because of the likely scale of the systems 
envisaged, the complexities of monitoring and tracking carbon in the landscape, 
and the strong environmental, private sector and developed country interests to 
establish REDD mechanisms quickly (ibid.). 
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The relatively broad safeguards and principles outlined in the Cancun Agree-
ment leave much to be desired with regard to project level REDD readiness and 
implementation (Lang 2010; Moss and Nussbaum 2011). There is neither a 
universal mechanism for monitoring safeguard compliance nor certainty on the 
consequence of noncompliance; rather, governments are requested to develop 
their own systems to show how safeguards are being ‘…addressed and respected… 
while respecting sovereignty’ (UNFCCC 2011). According to the text, safe-
guards should be ‘promoted and supported’ (ibid.). To meet the safeguard, and 
therefore qualify for REDD funding, a government must say that it is supporting 
respect for the knowledge and rights of indigenous peoples; a meeting organized 
for this purpose with a handful of indigenous representatives may be sufficient 
(Lang 2010). 
There is also discord with regard to the recognition and protection of in-
digenous peoples’ rights in the latest UNFCCC REDD+ related text (i.e., the 
AWG/LCA outcome in the Cancun agreements) (Lang 2010). Of primary con-
cern is the lack of inclusion of the principle of free, prior and informed consent 
(FPIC) in the text (e.g. Angelsen et al. 2009a:146). The right of FPIC is an im-
portant emerging norm of customary international law (Parkinson and Wardell 
2010). It is recognised in a number of international instruments and decisions 
including the United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples 
(UNDRIP), which was adopted by the UN General Assembly in 2007. It is also 
recognised in the OAS Draft American Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous 
People and in ILO Convention 169 on Indigenous and Tribal Peoples. Develop-
ing country parties are only requested to ensure the ‘full and effective participa-
tion of relevant stakeholders, inter alia indigenous peoples and local communi-
ties’ (UNFCCC 2011). Although the UNDRIP is included as a safeguard in 
the formal text that ‘should be promoted and supported,’ it is not obligatory for 
governments to comply with UNDRIPs. Thus while the agreed upon REDD 
text refers to indigenous peoples’ rights, it does not ensure protection of those 
rights (Lang 2010). 
During Phase one, activities‘should continue to be supported by voluntary 
contributions that are immediately available, such as those administered through 
the World Bank’s Forest Carbon Partnership Facility (FCPF), the UN-REDD 
Programme, and other bilateral arrangements’ (Angelsen et al. 2009b). Most 
of those involved in supporting national REDD+ programs aim at the integra-
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tion of social and environmental considerations into the development and im-
plementation of national programs. Although different in approach, additional 
safeguards similar to those set out for REDD+ in the Cancun Agreements, in-
cluding definitions, scope and methodologies for measuring and/or monitoring 
safeguards, are thus being devised by the various institutions to avoid negative 
social and environmental impacts and to seek the effective participation of the 
poor or marginalized (e.g. indigenous peoples, forest communities, women). Eq-
uitable benefit-sharing, clear and secure land and tenure rights, and the promo-
tion of good governance feature in these safeguards (IUCN 2011a). 
The two foremost multilateral REDD programmes, the FCPF and the 
UN-REDD Programme, are both completing social and environmental safe-
guards guidance for the planning (REDD Readiness phase) and implementa-
tion of national REDD+ programs. Further, a voluntary international standard 
for REDD+ facilitated by CARE International and the Climate, Community 
and Biodiversity Alliance (CCBA) has been developed through a broad multi-
stakeholder process. These standards could influence how REDD+ safeguards 
are eventually defined and measured. The importance of safeguards is also being 
reflected in several recent bilateral agreements (e.g. the Government of Norway’s 
International Forests and Climate Initiative has made their funding to Guyana 
and Indonesia conditional upon implementation of certain governance require-
ments aimed at limiting deforestation) (Moss and Nussbaum 2011).
It remains unclear, however, what standards REDD projects will be meas-
ured against, given the growing variety of donors and supporting institutions. 
The World Bank, for example, requires indigenous peoples to be consulted on 
funded projects that may affect them. Human-rightscampaigners would like to 
see this provision strengthened so that consent is required (Nature 2011). Man-
dating REDD+ safeguard standards, indicators or methodologies alone will not 
prevent negative impacts or generate various co-benefits. The challenge then is to 
identify safeguards that are low cost in both implementation and monitoring as 
well as agreed upon at multiple levels. 

4Primary multilateral REDD+ Processes 
and Associated Frameworks
The World Bank FCPF and the UN Collaborative Programme on Reducing 
Emissions from Deforestation and Forest Degradation in Developing Countries 
(UN-REDD Programme) were launched in 2008, and provide financial support 
and technical guidance to developing countries seeking to prepare for post-2012 
REDD+ opportunities. To gain access to readiness financing, participating coun-
tries must submit a proposal outlining a roadmap of activities needed to achieve 
readiness. Countries applying for FCPF funds must prepare a Readiness Prepa-
ration Proposal (R-PP) using a standard template developed by the World Bank 
with input from stakeholders engaged in the FCPF process. Countries applying 
to the UN-REDD Programme must submit a National Programme Document 
(NPD), which has a more flexible structure. 
In this section, a brief introduction to the two programmes’ history and cur-
rent level of activity will be given. This is followed by a description of the two 
programmes’ strategies for safeguarding of social and environmental values and 
engagement of stakeholders. These strategies take the form of principles, criteria 
and process guidelines and are being increasingly streamlined across the two pro-
grammes. They will, however, be described separately with similarities pointed 
out along the way.
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Forest Carbon Partnership Facility
The FCPF, operational since June 2008, is a global partnership focused on as-
sisting tropical and subtropical forest countries to develop policies, legislation, 
and organizational capacity necessary for REDD+ implementation, and subse-
quently providing them with performance-based payments for emission reduc-
tions. The FCPF framework and processes also aim at preparing countries for 
other future systems of financial incentives for REDD+ achievements. Using 
this framework, each participating country develops an understanding of what 
it means to become ready for REDD+ by developing reference scenarios, adopt-
ing a REDD+ strategy, designing monitoring systems and setting up REDD+ 
national management arrangements, in ways that are supposed to be inclusive of 
key stakeholders.
The FCPF governance structure includes a 28-member participant commit-
tee elected by the REDD country participants, the financial contributors, six 
observers nominated by forest-dependent indigenous peoples and other for-
est dwellers, NGOs and international organizations, and the World Bank. The 
FCPF consists of two separate mechanisms, each with its own trust fund: the 
Readiness Mechanism and the Carbon Fund. The World Bank acts as trustee 
for the mechanism funds and delivery partner for the FCPF, providing technical 
support to the REDD country participants, and conducting due diligence on 
matters like fiduciary policies and environmental and social safeguards.
The FCPF collaborates with thirty-seven REDD countries in Africa, Latin 
America and the Caribbean, and Asia and the Pacific. Thirteen of these coun-
tries have so far submitted R-PPs.8 The focus to date has been on REDD+ readi-
ness, though it is expected that the Carbon Fund, which will provide payments 
for verified emission reductions from REDD+ programs in countries that have 
achieved, or made considerable progress towards, REDD+ readiness, will be-
come operational in the course of 2011 as a public-private partnership.
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FCPF steps for REDD+ readiness
	  
R-­‐PIN	   R-­‐PP	   R-­‐Package	  
The FCPF works with two readiness phases: the formulation phase and the read-
iness preparation phase. The formulation phase starts with the formulation of 
the Readiness Proposal Idea Note (R-PIN), through which the REDD country 
expresses its interest in the FCPF. The country does not receive financial or tech-
nical support to prepare the R-PIN. If the country is selected for the FCPF,it 
may then establish a national-level working group that is tasked with preparing 
a R-PP. The national-level working group should be established on the basis of a 
comprehensive stakeholder identification process to provide for broad represen-
tation (FCPF & UN-REDD 2010a:7). The R-PP should provide the roadmap 
for the readiness phase that includes:
•	 An outline of how REDD+ preparation work will be organized and man-
aged in the country, including procedures for information sharing, con-
sultations with and participation by concerned stakeholder groups;
•	 A description of what capacity building and financial resources are need-
ed and who would fund and undertake them (e.g., domestic agencies, 
NGOs, foundations, private sector, international donors, etc.); 
•	 An explanation of how the country allocates budget, sets a plan and 
schedules the identified activities, including funding arrangements such 
as the support foreseen from the FCPF or UN-REDD.
In addition, the R-PP should address the following four elements that were set out 
as requirements for country parties in the COP 16 LCA decision paragraph 71: 
•	 An overview of the national situation in terms of drivers of deforestation 
and forest degradation, and proposals for an overall REDD+ strategy for 
addressing these;
•	 A national forest reference emission level and/or forest reference level,an 
estimate of historic forest cover change and greenhouse gas emissions and 
uptake from deforestation and/or forest degradation, potentially includ-
ing forward-looking projections of emissions.
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•	 A robust and transparent national forest monitoring system to measure, 
report and verify (MRV) the effect of the REDD-plus strategy on GHG 
emissions and other multiple benefits, and to monitor the drivers of de-
forestation and forest degradation, as well as other variables relevant to 
the implementation of REDD+;
•	 A system for providing information on how social and environmental 
safeguards are being addressed, assessment of key social and environmen-
tal risks and potential impacts of REDD+ strategy options, and an im-
plementation framework.
The R-PP is the final outcome of the REDD+ formulation phase. Then, the 
country moves to the readiness preparation phase. In this phase, the country re-
ceives more substantial funding from the FCPF to implement the activities set 
out in the R-PP. The intended outcome of this phase is a Readiness Package (R-
Package) if a country decides to pursue financing of REDD+ emissions reduc-
tion activities on the ground. The specific contents of an R-Package have not yet 
been defined, but are likely to contain the following elements:
•	 Results of studies, consultations and actions implemented to date;
•	 Actions still being planned to achieve the state of REDD+ readiness;
•	 Preliminary identification of potential emission reduction activities; 
•	 A summary of Strategic Environmental and Social Assessment (SESA) 
activities and outcomes; 
•	 A draft Environmental and Social Management Framework (ESMF) 
(described below) that will provide the framework for managing envi-
ronmental and social risks and mitigating potential adverse impacts.
FCPF-Specific Social Safeguard Efforts and Stakeholder Inclusion
During the process of preparing the R-Package, countries must prepare SESAs 
to address the social and environmental challenges associated with the imple-
mentation of REDD+ measures. SESAs combine analytical and participatory 
approaches in two steps by: (i) identifying and prioritizing key environmental 
and social issues; and assessing policy, institutional, and capacity gaps to manage 
these priorities and recommendations; and (ii) preparing an ESMF that will be 
used to avoid and manage environmental and social risks and to mitigate poten-
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tial adverse impacts, by applying the relevant World Bank Safeguard policies (see 
Box 3). Whereas the ESMF will become a stand-alone document, the other com-
ponents of the SESA will be integrated into the preparation of the R-Package. 
The SESA approach is integrated into the R-PP template Working Draft Version 
5 (revised): December 22, 2010,9 which is expected to be finalized in 2011 after a 
final round of feedback from stakeholders. 
Box 3: World Bank safeguard policies and REDD+
The World Bank has a set of ten safeguard policies and an Access to Information policy. These pol-
icies provide guidelines for the Bank and borrowing countries in the identification, preparation, 
and implementation of most Bank-financed programs and projects. The World Bank’s safeguard 
policies are designed to avoid, mitigate, or minimize adverse environmental and social impacts 
of projects supported by the Bank. In principle, all of the safeguard policies have the potential 
to apply to readiness preparation.  According to Moss and Nussbaum (2011), in the context of 
REDD+, the World Bank safeguard policies most likely to be triggered are as follows:
1. Environmental Assessment (OP 4.01): The policy aims to ensure the environmental and so-
cial soundness and sustainability of investment projects, and support integration of environ-
mental and social aspects of projects into the decision-making process.
2. Indigenous Peoples (OP 4.10): This policy aims to ensure that the development process fully 
respects the dignity, human rights, economies, and cultures of indigenous peoples. The policy 
calls for the recipient country to engage in a process of free, prior, and informed consultation, 
and the Bank provides financing only where free, prior, and informed consultation results in 
broad community support for the project by the affected indigenous peoples. Where under 
national law or practice the FPIC standard has been adopted, the said standard will also be 
applied. The policy includes measures to:
a. avoid potentially adverse effects on the indigenous peoples’ communities; or
b. when avoidance is not feasible, minimize, mitigate, or compensate for such effects.
 Operations are also designed to ensure that indigenous peoples receive social and eco-
nomic benefits that are culturally appropriate, and gender and inter-generationally              
inclusive.
3. Involuntary Resettlement (OP 4.12): This policy aims to avoid or minimize involuntary re-
settlement and, where this is not feasible, to assist displaced persons in improving, or at least 
restoring, their livelihoods and standards of living in real terms relative to pre-displacement 
levels, or to levels prevailing prior to the beginning of project implementation, whichever is 
higher.
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The R-PP template defines stakeholders as ‘those individuals and groups that 
live in and/or have a social, cultural or economic interest in forests and adjacent 
lands, and those that may be affected either negatively or positively by proposed 
or enacted REDD+ activities.’ (FCPF & UN-REDD 2010a:15). It is further 
stressed in the R-PP template that forest-dependent indigenous peoples and 
communities should be given special attention (FCPF and UN-REDD 2010a).
Stipulations for stakeholder engagement are laid out in a draft document ti-
tled Guidelines on Stakeholder Engagement in REDD+ Readiness With a Focus 
on the Participation of Indigenous Peoples and Other Forest-Dependent Communi-
ties10 hereafter called the ‘Guidelines on Stakeholder Engagement’ (FCPF and 
UN-REDD 2011).These guidelines set out principles for participation and con-
sultations as well as practical guidance on how to implement them. As the title 
indicates, the guidelines have an explicit focus on indigenous peoples and other 
forest-dependent communities, and recognize that as these stakeholders are 
often not engaged in public decision-making processes, a clear commitment is 
needed to ensure their inclusion and voice in the process (FCPF and UN-REDD 
2011:2). The Guidelines on Stakeholder Engagement is a joint publication of the 
FCPF and UN-REDD. Most of the principles and process guidance set out in it 
areshared between the two organizations (see Box 4), with a few notable excep-
tions mentioned further below.
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Box 4: Guidelines on Stakeholder Engagement guiding principles
The Guidelines on Stakeholder Engagement emphasize the following common guiding 
principles regarding effective stakeholder engagement (in relation to both national and lo-
cal level processes) (FCPF and UN-REDD2011:3-4): 
•	 Transparency	and	timely	access	to	information;
•	 Representation	of	all	relevant	stakeholders,	including	indigenous	and	forest-dependent	
people through their own existing processes (e.g., councils of elders, headmen and tribal 
leaders), including though representatives chosen by themselves through their own 
processes;
•	 Consultations	should	start	prior	to	the	design	phase,	and	be	applied	at	every	stage	of	the	
REDD+ process and allow sufficient time to understand and incorporate concerns and 
recommendations of local communities;
•	 Consultations	should	facilitate	dialogue	and	exchange	of	 information,	and	consensus	
building reflecting broad community support should emerge from consultation. In the 
case of indigenous peoples, such consensus should include support from the commu-
nity as expressed by their legitimate chosen leaders; 
•	 Impartial,	accessible	and	fair	mechanisms	for	grievance,	conflict	resolution	and	redress	
must be established and accessible;
•	 Special	emphasis	should	be	given	to	the	issues	of	land	tenure,	resource	use	rights	and	
property rights;
•	 There	should	be	records	of	consultations	and	a	report	on	the	outcome	of	the	consul-
tations that is publicly disclosed in a culturally appropriate form, including in local         
languages.
The World Bank Operational Policy 4.10 on Indigenous Peoples is given special 
mention in the Guidelines (FCPF and UN-REDD 2011). The OP 4.10 uses the 
term ‘free, prior, and informed consultation’ as opposed to ‘free, prior, and in-
formed consent’. With respect to this difference in wording (albeit without refer-
ring to the World Bank or FCFP) the following statement is made in the report 
on the tenth session (16-27 May 2011) of the United Nations Permanent Fo-
rum on Indigenous Issues (UN PFII 2011:8): ‘the Forum affirms that the right 
of indigenous peoples to such consent can never be replaced by or undermined 
through the notion of “consultation”.’ In the Guidelines on Stakeholder Engage-
ment, this difference is downplayed; ‘The Policy (OP 4.10) provides safeguards 
that are consistent with the Cancun decision and enable the Bank to operate in 
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a manner that can be considered to be equivalent to Free, Prior and Informed 
Consent.’ (FCPF and UN-REDD 2011:3).
Strengths and limitations of the FCPF on social safeguarding  
and stakeholder inclusion
Recent national level studies on the application of SESAs in the preparation of 
the REDD+ R-Packages indicate the potential to contribute to strengthening 
governance and effectiveness of REDD+ (Slunge et al. 2011). Some groups, 
however, view the SESA as an attempt by the World Bank to supersede their own 
existing system of safeguards and associated mechanisms for redress with a weak-
er model for assessment and mitigation, by arguing that REDD readiness is not 
a World Bank-funded project but rather financial assistance from a multi-lateral 
fund for capacity-building (BICUSA 2010). Yet despite differing opinions, most 
civil society groups agree that as long as the SESA does not inhibit the proper ap-
plication of the World Bank’s safeguard policies to readiness activities, it could be 
used to help countries effectively manage social and environmental issues (ibid.). 
Recent reviews also indicate that the current national readiness safeguards from 
the World Bank may focus much more on risk mitigation and underemphasize 
increasing opportunities for multiple benefits (Moss and Nussbaum 2011).
With regard to the Guidelines on Stakeholder Engagement, most of the as-
pects generally mentioned in the stakeholder engagement literature seem to be 
covered, or at least as it has been represented, in a recent review commissioned 
by FCPF and UN-REDD (Daviet 2011:8). One missing aspect, however, is 
independent assessments of the stakeholder engagement process performance 
that can be used to evaluate and adjust approaches (Daviet 2011). In relation 
to engagement and consultation with rural communities, the principles and 
guidelines generally advise that traditional decision-making structures, existing 
networks, and local level institutions are the focal points wherever possible, and 
that existing processes of decision-making are respected. This ‘localism’ entails 
a risk of legitimizing existing local elites and non-democratic decision-making 
procedures (Ribot 2004). 
Finally, recent reviews of the FCPF have highlighted that the Bank’s require-
ment for consultation, as opposed to consent, remains an affront to indigenous 
and other local people and their supporters (BAASTEL and NORDECA 2011; 
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Dooley et al. 2011). A recent report by FERN and the Forest Peoples Pro-
gramme, Smoke and Mirrors: A critical assessment of the Forest Carbon Partner-
ship Facility (Dooley et al. 2011), concludes that the safeguards put in place by 
the World Bank’s FCPF remain inadequate. The report examines eight R-PPs 
submitted to the FCPF and finds that FCPF safeguards are not clear and even do 
not conform to the World Bank’s own safeguards (Dooley et al. 2011). Further, 
the assessments indicate that in all countries reviewed, ‘there is a worrying trend 
towards REDD-related legal reforms that would enable increased state control 
over forest resources’ and that the lack of respect for FPIC ‘may marginalise for-
est peoples even further’ (ibid:17).
UN-REDD Programme
The UN-REDD Programme is a United Nations Collaborative initiative of the 
Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO), the United 
Nations Development Programme (UNDP) and the United Nations Environ-
ment Programme (UNEP). The Programme was launched in September 2008 to 
assist developing countries prepare and implement national REDD+ strategies.
The Programme currently supports REDD+ readiness activities in 35 partner 
countries across Africa, Asia-Pacific and Latin America, of which 13 are receiv-
ing support as of August 201111 (to-date, the UN-REDD Programme’s policy 
board has approved a total of US$55.4 million). National programmes in seven 
of the 13 countries are now in their implementation phase (UN-REDD 2011a). 
The UN-REDD Programme supports the development of analyses and 
guidelines on technical aspects of REDD+, such as MRV of carbon emissions 
and flows, as well as more social aspects, like ensuring that forests continue to 
provide multiple benefits for livelihoods and the environment, and supporting 
the engagement of indigenous peoples and civil society at all stages of the de-
sign and implementation of REDD+ strategies (UN-REDD 2011a). The two 
principle modalities of the UN-REDD Programme are to: (1) direct support 
to the design and implementation of national programmes; and (2) have com-
plementary global and regional-level activities. A key function of the global and 
regional-level activities is to develop and test methodologies and approaches, as 
well as capture and disseminate lessons learned from the national-level processes. 
48 Responsive Forest Governance Initiative (RFGI)
In the UN-REDD programme strategy 2011-15, six major work areas for the 
programme are outlined along with outcomes, indicators, and means of verifica-
tion for achievement of the outcomes (see UN-REDD 2011a:7-8). The six work 
areas have been identified on the basis of demands expressed in the NPDs of the 
pilot countries, and also build on the UNFCCC negotiations. The six work areas 
and associated outcomes are shown in Table 1.
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Table 1 illustrates that social and environmental safeguards and considerations 
for stakeholder engagement and the rights of vulnerable groups play a major role 
in the UN-REDD Programme, and that there is commitment to evaluate how 
well the Programme delivers on its stated outcomes. It also illustrates, however, 
that the chosen indicators focus on policies and measures, whereas actual im-
plementation and outcomes ontheground (that are, admittedly, also harder to 
verify) do not feature very prominently. Further, the aggregate scale at which the 
indicators operate may render them less meaningful. Indicator #4 under Stake-
holder Engagement, for example, states ‘Number of countries that seek FPIC 
of Indigenous Peoples before implementation of readiness or REDD+ activi-
ties that impact their territories, resources, livelihoods or cultural identity.’ It is 
unclear whether this is fulfilled if FPIC is sought in some, but not all, imple-
mentation processes. The Means of Verification (not presented in Table 1 for 
lack of space, but can be found in UN-REDD (2011a:7-8)) focuses on reports, 
strategies, plans, minutes from meetings and, thus, further underlines the cri-
tique that the actual implementation and on-the-ground developments may be 
missed. There are, however, a few exceptions, such as the means of verification 
called ‘Survey to gauge stakeholder perceptions’ under Stakeholder Engagement.
UN-REDD Steps for REDD+ Readiness
UN-REDD support to readiness activities is conditional upon the development 
of a national programme document (NPD) by recipient countries. This docu-
ment should set out the preparatory activities to build the institutional capacity, 
and policy and legislative frameworksneeded to engage in REDD+, including 
the development of pilot activities on the ground. The NPDmust be developed 
through consultation and engagement with indigenous peoples and other forest-
dependent communities and civil society organisations at all stages, and adhere 
to the principles and process guidance set out in the Guidelines on Stakeholder 
Engagement (FCPF and UN-REDD 2011).
Before a NPD can be implemented, it must first receive the endorsement of the 
UN-REDD Programme Secretariat and subsequent approval by the UN-REDD 
Programme Policy Board. This requires, among other criteria, that countries carry 
out a national-level validation meeting to achieve stakeholder endorsement of the 
NPD. The validation meeting must be documented in an annex to the NDP.
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The UN-REDD Programme is collaborating closely with the FCPF on a 
wide range of initiatives including: the guidelines on stakeholder engagement, a 
common readiness template (R-PP) and review process, joint country missions, 
back-to-back board meetings, development of safeguards, and joint secretariat 
support. Since 2010, the UN-REDD Programme has also accepted submissions 
using the R-PP template (Davis 2010). 
UN-REDD-Specific Social Safeguard Efforts and Stakeholder Inclusion
Guidelines regarding the process of stakeholder engagement in the readiness 
phase are laid out in the annexes to the joint FCPF and UN-REDD R-PP tem-
plate (FCPF and UN-REDD 2010b) and the Guidelines on Stakeholder En-
gagement (FCPF and UN-REDD 2011) (both described above under FCPF). 
As mentioned, the principles guiding stakeholder engagement are similar for the 
two initiatives (the major difference being the distinction of ‘consultation’ rather 
than ‘consent’ in FPIC mentioned above), and the practical steps for stakeholder 
engagement outlined in the guidelines are identical. 
The section on FPIC builds on the report of the International Workshop 
on Methodologies regarding free, prior and informed consent and indigenous 
peoples convened by the United Nations Permanent Forum on Indigenous Is-
sues (UN PFII) (UN PFII 2005). These have been adapted to the context of 
REDD+ through three regional-level workshops and circulations for com-
ments and inputs throughout 2011 and were presented and discussed at the 
10th Session of the UN PFII, held 16-27 May 2011 in New York (UN-REDD 
2011b;Kantcheva 2011). The UN PFII definitions pertaining to FPIC are di-
rectly reproduced in the Guidelines for Stakeholder Engagement (FCPF and 
UN-REDD 2011) and in Appendix 1 to this report. The guidelines state that, in 
the context of the UN-REDD Programme, countries that have adopted the UN 
Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples (UNDRIP)12 will be expected 
to adhere to the principle of free, prior and informed consent  (FCPF and UN-
REDD 2011).
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Box 5: UN-REDD draft social and environmental principles and criteria 
Principle 1 – Comply with standards of democratic governance
•	 Criterion	1	–	Ensure	the	integrity	and	transparency	of	fiduciary	and	fund	management	sys-
tems
•	 Criterion	2	–	Develop	and	implement	activities	in	a	transparent,	accountable,	legitimate	and	
responsive manner
•	 Criterion	3	–	Ensure	the	full	and	effective	participation	of	relevant	stakeholders	in	policy	
design and implementation, with special attention to the most vulnerable and marginalized 
groups
Principle 2 – Respect and protect stakeholder rights
•	 Criterion	4	–	Promote	and	enhance	gender	equality	and	women’s	empowerment
•	 Criterion	5	–	Seek	free,	prior	and	informed	consent	of	indigenous	peoples	and	other	forest-
dependent communities
•	 Criterion	6	–	Avoid	involuntary	resettlement	as	a	result	of	REDD+
•	 Criterion	7	–	Respect	and	protect	cultural	heritage	and	traditional	knowledge
Principle 3 – Promote and enhance sustainable livelihoods
•	 Criterion	8	–	Ensure	equitable	and	transparent	benefit	distribution	among	relevant	stake-
holders
•	 Criterion	9	–	Respect	and	enhance	economic,	social	and	political	well-being
Principle 4 – Contribute to coherent low-carbon, climate-resilient and environmentally-sound 
development policy, consistent with commitments under international conventions and agree-
ments
•	 Criterion	10	–	Ensure	consistency	with	and	contribution	to	national	climate	policy	objec-
tives, including mitigation and adaptation strategies and international commitments
•	 Criterion	11	–	Address	the	risk	of	reversals	including	potential	future	risks	to	forest	carbon	
stocks and  other benefits to ensure the efficiency and effectiveness of REDD+
•	 Criterion	 12	 –	 Ensure	 consistency	 with	 and	 contribution	 to	 national	 poverty	 reduction	
strategies and other sustainable development goals
•	 Criterion	13	–	Ensure	consistency	with	and	contribution	to	national	biodiversity	conserva-
tion, other environmental and natural resource management policy objectives, national for-
est programmes, and international commitments
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Principle 5 – Protect natural forest from degradation or conversion to other land uses, including 
plantation forest
•	 Criterion	14	–	Ensure	that	REDD+	activities	do	not	cause	the	conversion	of	natural	 for-
est to other land uses, including plantation forest, and make reducing conversion due to 
other causes (e.g. agriculture, timber and fuel wood extraction, infrastructure development) 
a REDD+ priority
•	 Criterion	15	–	Minimise	degradation	of	natural	forest	by	REDD+	activities	and	make	re-
ducing degradation due to other causes (e.g. agriculture, timber and fuel wood extraction, 
infrastructure development) a REDD+ priority
Principle 6 – Maintain and enhance multiple functions of forest to deliver benefits including 
biodiversity conservation and ecosystem services
•	 Criterion	16	–	Ensure	that	land	use	planning	for	REDD+	explicitly	takes	account	of	ecosys-
tem services and biodiversity conservation in relation to local and other stakeholders’ values, 
and potential trade-offs between different benefits
•	 Criterion	17	–	Ensure	that	new	and	existing	forests	are	managed	to	maintain	and	enhance	
ecosystem services and biodiversity important in both local and national contexts
Principle 7 – Minimise indirect adverse impacts on ecosystem services and biodiversity
•	 Criterion	18	–	Minimise	harmful	effects	on	carbon	stocks	of	forest	and	non-forest	ecosys-
tems resulting from displacement of changes in land use (including extractive activities)
•	 Criterion	19	–	Minimise	harmful	effects	on	biodiversity	and	other	ecosystem	services	of	for-
est and non-forest ecosystems resulting from displacement of changes in land use (including 
extractive activities)
•	 Criterion	20	–	Minimise	other	indirect	impacts	on	biodiversity,	such	as	those	resulting	from	
intensification of land use
Source: UN-REDD (2011d).
In addition to the Guidelines for Stakeholder Engagement, the UN-REDD Pro-
gramme is developing Social and Environmental Principles and Criteria (P&C) 
with the aim of promoting social and environmental benefits and reducing risks 
from REDD+. The P&C will provide the UN-REDD Programme with a frame-
work to ensure that its activities are aligned with UN system requirements, in-
cluding application of the UNDRIP, Free, Prior and Informed Consent, and 
UN Development Group Guidelines on Indigenous Peoples, and that they take 
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account of the safeguards agreed upon at the UNFCCC meeting in Cancun in 
December 2010. Parties agreed to promote and support a specific list of safe-
guards, and to provide information on how the safeguards are being addressed 
and respected throughout the implementation of REDD+ activities. The P&C 
are intended to support countries in their operationalization of these safeguards, 
and may also be used in the evaluation of national programmes and strategies by 
reviewers and other national stakeholders. 
The UN-REDD Programme will work with individual countries to test and 
refine the P&C and tool. The first version of P&C was presented at the UN-
REDD Policy Board meeting in March 2011 (UN-REDD 2011c). Based on the 
inputs received, a second set of draft P&C has been prepared as a basis for testing 
and further refining (UN-REDD 2011d). An interim report will be submitted 
to the UN-REDD Programme Policy Board in October 2011, and the P&C is 
expected to be finalized by the end of 2011. 
As can be seen from Box 5, the seven principles give almost equal weight to so-
cial (principles 1-4) and environmental (principles 4-7) issues. Principles 1 and 2 
(only criteria 4 and 5) are about process, whereas the remaining principles and cri-
teria focus on substantive issues. Criteria 1-5 focus on the governance of REDD+ 
processes and provide important standards focusing on transparency in handling 
of funds, accountability, participation, empowerment of women, and the princi-
ple of FPIC. Criteria 6-12 focus more on social development and equity stress-
ing respect for local knowledge and culture, equitable benefit sharing, respect for 
wellbeing, protection of vulnerable groups, and that REDD+ policies should be 
aligned with other policies, such as poverty reduction strategy papers. There is not 
a strong focus on ensuring that REDD+ policies contribute to social development 
and wellbeing over and above outweighing of costs. The remaining criteria focus 
on preserving biodiversity, avoiding leakage, and protecting natural forests. 
The UN-REDD Programme is also preparing Participatory Governance 
Assessments (PGA) as a policy tool for countries preparing for REDD+ (UN-
REDD 2011e). PGA will identify governance challenges and risks and build an 
evidence base for responses to address them. PGAs can also act as an account-
ability tool to mobilize public opinion and create demand for accountability 
in REDD+ processes, in addition to reinforcing government leadership in re-
sponding to this demand by facilitating the presentation of progress in govern-
ance outcomes (UN-REDD and Chatham House 2011). 
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These assessments aim to produce disaggregated and non-ranking governance 
indicators as an alternative to top-down approaches to governance assessment. 
Emphasis is put mainly on the process of indicator development, rather than 
the indicators themselves, based on what stakeholders value, and on the process 
of establishing an information management system that reinforces domestic ac-
countability over time (UN-REDD 2011e). Stakeholders include government 
officials, civil society, indigenous peoples, local forest community representa-
tives, journalists and academics. The strategy document for the development of 
the PGA explicitly recognizes the potentially large differences in capacity to en-
gage in the process among these diverse stakeholders and, subsequently, the need 
to support capacity development of the ‘weaker’ parties.
To pilot and conduct the PGAs, the UN-REDD Programme is building on 
UNDP Oslo Governance Centre’s approach to conducting democratic govern-
ance assessments through their Global Programme on Democratic Governance 
Assessments. For governments to be able to provide credible information on the 
national REDD+ process, and especially on how safeguards are addressed and 
upheld, mutual trust in the process of information preparation and a capacity to 
both demand and provide this information are vital (UN-REDD and Chatham 
House2011). PGAs for REDD+ emphasize the inclusion of various stakeholders 
from the start to ensure broad-based agreement on governance indicator frame-
works developed to monitor how governance issues are being addressed and how 
REDD+ safeguards are respected. PGAs are intended to contribute to a REDD+ 
national system to provide information on REDD+ progress (based on agreed 
country specific indicators). Pilot processes have begun in Indonesia and Nigeria 
and are expected in Ecuador and Vietnam in 2011. Experiences from these pilots 
is expected to inform a primer for PGAs for REDD+, a guidance note on the ap-
proach, as well as a manual on data collection (UN-REDD 2011e).
Strengths and Limitations of UN-REDD Social Safeguards 
and Stakeholder Inclusion
In relation to stakeholder engagement, the principles and guidance of UN-
REDD are almost the same as the FCPF, mentioned above, with the major ex-
ception being the UN-REDD programme’s clear commitment to FPIC in the 
sense of consent, not consultation. 
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With regard to the P&C, the development from the first (UN-REDD 
2011c) to the second (UN-REDD 2011d) version of the UN-REDD P&C has 
implied the introduction of a criterion stating that FPIC should be sought of 
indigenous peoples and forest dependent communities and a strengthening of 
the livelihoods aspects with a new criterion on respect for and enhancement of 
wellbeing, i.e. overall a strengthening of emphasis on livelihoods and the rights 
of local communities. This seems to respond in part to a critique raised by Glo-
bal Witness (2011:5) focusing, among other things, on the lack of recognition 
of the rights of communities in the P&C version 1, as compared to the Cancun 
Agreement text that the P&C purport to operationalize. A recent review, how-
ever, argues that the current national readiness safeguards from the UN-REDD 
Programme focus on risk mitigation, whereas the prospects of increasing op-
portunities for multiple benefits is not emphasized (Moss and Nussbaum 2011). 
That aside, the UN-REDD P&C provide some broad principles on both social 
and environmental values to be safeguarded in REDD+ processes. The criteria 
are, however, too generic and cannot be directly assessed. 
The PGA is still in development and, hence, it is difficult to assess its po-
tential. The principle of broad-based participatory monitoring of process and 
outcomes of REDD, however, seems an important component in assuring trans-
parency and, potentially, accountability in the process of domestic REDD policy 
making and implementation.
5Before REDD+:  
Instruments to Assess REDD+ 
Relevant Aspects
Good governance is a broad and comprehensive term encompassing aspects such 
as transparency of decision-making, accountability of actors and decision-mak-
ers, and stakeholder participation. Many point to good governance as an essen-
tial pre-condition for effective REDD+ implementation (i.e. Brito et al. 2009; 
IIED 2011; UN-REDD and Chatham House 2011; World Bank 2009). Gov-
ernance assessment tools are useful to REDD+ initiatives as a starting point for 
determining weak points or for deciding what to monitor for REDD+ specific 
purposes. They are also the most prevalent frameworks available that are use-
ful at the inception of REDD+ processes, and can be complimentary to other 
UN-REDD and FCPF project development tools (e.g. the FCPF SESA). Three 
recent instruments that have been brought forward in relation to the REDD+ 
process are presented below. They all build upon prior efforts to better under-
stand forest governance by, for example, Chatham House, ITTO, and IIED.13 
Also important to understand before REDD+ projects take shape is the state of 
resource tenure, or the systemsof rights, rules,institutions, andprocesses regulat-
ingresource access and use, which is ofprimary importance tothe distribution of 
risks,costs, and benefits (Cotula and Mayers 2009). Further, tenure relies on and 
is conditioned by governance (ibid.). A REDD+ specific report exploring this 
topic is also included.
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Framework for assessing and monitoring 
forest governance (PROFOR and FAO, 2011)
Values promoted Good governance based on accountability, effectiveness, 
efficiency, equity, participation and transparency.
Stated objectives To facilitate description, diagnosis, monitoring, assessment 
and reporting on the state of governance in a country’s 
forest sector; to provide a frame of reference for organizing 
governance-relevant information that can be used within 
and across countries to assess and monitor the governance of 
forests and forest resources; to assist countries in reflecting 
on and responding to critical issues in forest governance in 
ways that can be measured, tracked and improved over time.
Scale National (and sub-national/project level, if adapted).
Target users Government; investors; donors; researchers; NGOs.
The Framework for assessing and monitoring forest governance builds upon core 
principles and criteria of good governance,14 and draws on major forest govern-
ance-related processes and initiatives, including the World Bank’s Framework for 
Forest Governance Reform and the World Resources Institute’s Governance of 
Forests Initiative (both described below). 
The Framework is not an assessment or monitoring tool in and of itself, but 
rather an overarching and comprehensive structure intended to facilitate analy-
ses of forest governance and to provide a structure for the use of more context-
specific standards and indicators. 
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Box 6: Pillars and principles of good governance
The Framework for assessing and monitoring forest governance consists of widely accepted 
pillars and principles of good forest governance, namely: 
Pillars: (1) Policy, legal, institutional and regulatory frameworks; (2) planning and deci-
sion-making processes; and (3) implementation, enforcement and compliance
Principles: Accountability, effectiveness, efficiency, equity, participation and transparency
Source: PROFOR and FAO 2011.
The basic elements of the Framework are its three pillars, 13 components, and a 
multitude of subcomponents. The subcomponents provide users with a starting 
menu or entry point for the selection of indicators to measure and assess dif-
ferent aspects of forest governance. The Framework does not, however, specify 
indicators. Rather, users such as FCPF and UN-REDD may utilize the subcom-
ponents as a structure for contextualizing existing indicators, or to develop new 
indicators. Desirable generic characteristics of indicators and how to formulate 
and score them are provided in to the report.
Strengths and limitations: The Framework is intentionally generic, which 
provides for wide applicability, but also implies little substantive guidance in 
relation to practical use. For example, under Pillar 1, component 1.5, the sub-
component reads ‘Existence and adequacy of safeguards against social and en-
vironmental harm from forest-related policies and activities.’ The definition of 
what constitutes social and environmental harm is left undefined, and implies 
a dependency on context-specific tools and standards, i.e. to evaluate what safe-
guards are adequate.  
Further, it is explicitly stated in the document that this framework builds 
upon ‘other major forest governance-related processes and initiatives.’ It is, how-
ever, rather difficult to discern much difference (i.e. progress) in relation to previ-
ous documents apart from a revising and scaling down of the previous govern-
ance parameters (specifically, those found in the World Bank’s 2009 Analytical 
Framework for Forest Governance Reform with its‘building blocks’ of just ‘for-
est governance’,to the new ‘pillars and principles’of ‘good forest governance’). In 
2009, upon presenting its analytical framework, the World Bank stated an inten-
tion to move away from such a broad, comprehensive and conceptual framework 
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towards the development of a more ‘simple and actionable governance diagnos-
tic tool.’15 The current framework, however, does not appear to achieve much in 
this regard, but is rather a diminutionand refurbishment of a previous product. 
Governance of Forests Toolkit (version 1):  
A draft framework of indicators for assessing governance of the forest 
sector (Brito et al. 2009)
Values promoted Good governance based on transparency, participation, 
accountability, coordination and capacity; importance of 
process over outcomes.
Stated objectives To bring widely accepted principles of good governance to 
bear on the challenges of sustaining forests in developing 
countries; to define, assess and measure forest governance.
Scale National; sub-national; case study level (of specific policies, 
regulatory processes, or projects).
Target users Civil society 
In 2009, the Governance of Forests Initiative (GFI), a collaboration between 
World Resources Institute (WRI), the Instituto do Homem e Meio Ambiente 
da Amazonia (IMAZON), and the Instituto Centro de Vida (ICV), produced 
a Toolkit (draft - Version 1) consisting of a conceptual framework for defining 
good forest governance and a wide-ranging set of indicators for measuring and 
assessing forest governance. The GFI Toolkit provides a common definition and 
conceptual framework for understanding the meaning of good governance of 
forests across different country contexts, as well as a set of measurable, report-
able and verifiable indicators of good forest governance. The indicators assist 
civil society organizations to independently, systematically, and comprehensively 
diagnose the integrity of institutions and processes that govern forests in their 
countries, as a basis to advocate for reform (Brito et al. 2009).  
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The GFI Framework consists of universally accepted key principles: transpar-
ency, participation, accountability, coordination and capacity (similar to those 
listed in the Framework for assessing and monitoring forest governance, see 
PROFOR and FAO 2011), and components: actors, rules, and practice, that 
can be used to define good governance of forests. A matrix provides an organiza-
tional structure for 94 governance indicators that assess the quality of aspects of 
governance relating to four major issues in the forest sector, namely forest tenure, 
management, revenues and incentives, and land use planning (see Box 7). 
Box 7: GFI Framework Indicators:
Asking ‘how’ rather than ‘what’
The 94 GFI indicators aim to provide an objective but qualitative assessment of the processes 
and arrangements that determine how (not what) forest management decisions are made, based 
on the presumption that better decision-making processes are a necessary (and sufficient) con-
dition for improvements in outcomes. For example, indicators addressing management of for-
est finances considers the transparency of processes for prioritizing spending, rather than the 
particular programs funded. The relevance of examining processes is linked to actual concrete 
changes in outcomes in the forest sector. Each indicator is framed as a diagnostic question that 
is further broken down into elements of quality that describe the various attributes that would 
describe good governance. 
For example, Forest Management Indicator 2, under the ‘Actors’ component: Independence of 
forest management agencies, is framed as:‘To what extent do staffing policies of forest manage-
ment agencies effectively promote independence and prevent corruption?’  Elements of Quality 
for Indicator 2 are:
•		 Clear	and	transparent	hiring	process		•	Conflict	of	interest	rules	•	Transparency	of	salaries		
•		 Code	of	behaviour	for	staff	•	Transparent	procedures	for	tender	
Indicators and elements are linked to the principles of good governance. The example above is 
associated with the principles of ‘transparency’ and ‘accountability’. 
Source: Brito et al. 2009. 
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Strengths and limitations:This toolkit provides useful, accessible formats 
along a case study design with detailed elements to verify criteria of good forest 
governance. The level of detail specified in the toolkit may prove challenging in 
its implementation, in particular, in relation to quick-start type initiatives. This 
document, however, complements the PROFOR and FAO (2011) document in 
that it provides examples of particular (albeit generic) and operationally defined 
(empirically measurable) indicators of good governance.
Roots for good forest outcomes: 
an analytical framework for governance reforms 
(World Bank 2009)
Values promoted Good governance based on transparency, accountability, 
and public participation, stability of forest institutions 
and conflict management, quality of forest administration, 
coherence of forest legislation and rule of law, and economic 
efficiency, equity, and incentives.
Stated objectives To provide a framework for analysing forest governance 
and improving countries’ capacity to understand critical 
governance issues; to identify reform opportunities and 
track in-country developments in forest governance over 
time.
Scale National
Target users Government
After an extensive literature review of existing relevant indicators, this 2009 
World Bank document presents a comprehensive model of forest governance. 
Five building blocks of forest governance were consolidated from the existing 
literature with an aim to capture all dimensions of forest governance: (1) trans-
parency, accountability, and public participation; (2) stability of forest institu-
tions and conflict management; (3) quality of forest administration; (4) coher-
ence of forest legislation and rule of law; and (5) economic efficiency, equity, 
and incentives. Each building block includes specific principal components and 
subcomponents (also called indicative subcomponents, see Box 8) that can form 
the basis for development of indicators. These indicators can then be adapted to 
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country-specific circumstances and rated by experts, thus enabling benchmark-
ing and identification of strengths and weaknesses.
Box 8: Subcomponents in the analytical framework 
for governance reforms
Provided in detail in Annex 2 to the report, the list of indicative subcomponents is ‘large 
and generic’, and is stated to be a ‘work in progress’. For each, evaluative questions are to 
be formulated to assist in the development of country-specific ‘actionable’ indicators. An 
example of a component and subcomponent under Building Block 1 is: 
Component: Accountability of forest officials
Indicative subcomponents: 
•	 Feedback	to	stakeholders	about	forest	resources	and	their	management	
•	 Presence	of	autonomous	organization	for	monitoring	activities	
•	 Influence	and	interest	of	civil	society	organizations	on	forest	issues
Source: World Bank 2009. 
Strengths and limitations: The exhaustive review of other publications provid-
ed in this document is useful in and of itself. Further, the analytical framework 
provided here provides more detail than that of PROFOR and FAO (2011) re-
viewed above. Still, users are left with a significant degree of dependency on more 
operational tools to conduct diagnostic assessments. Further, the tool remains an 
analytical framework, in the sense that it is a tool to diagnose forest governance 
weaknesses and pinpoint appropriate reforms. It does not, however, provide any 
guidance on how to reform forest governance.
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Tenure in REDD: 
Startpoint or afterthought? (Cotula and Mayers 2009)
Values promoted Secure resource tenure; pro-poor/ marginalized groups.
Stated objectives To identify a typology of tenure regimes (in rainforest 
countries).
and some of the challenges they present for REDD; the 
nature of tenure and usage rights regimes within key 
rainforest countries; and the issues revealed by exploration 
of these regimes that will need to be engaged with if REDD 
and related strategies are to have sustainable impact.
Scale National 
Target users Government; others 
This report emphasizes that the consideration of tenure must be the starting 
point, not an afterthought, for REDD+ projects. In a review of seven rainforest 
countries - countries likely to be major REDD players,including Brazil, Demo-
cratic Republic of Congo, Indonesia and Papua New Guinea- this report dis-
cusses among other topics, the role of governance, the nature of land and carbon 
rights, the trend of declining (but not entirely) centralized state power and un-
met promises to local bodies, and the gap between policy and practice. Great 
diversity amongst countries is revealed, and it is concluded that improvement 
in tenure issues alone will not suffice to successfully generate social benefits of 
REDD+. General recommendations are provided, as are a list of key indicators 
applicable to the included countries (see Box 9). 
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Box 9: Key indicators of security of local resource rights
for REDD and related mechanisms and general recommendations 
for REDD+ project development
Based upon the contexts of the seven rainforest countries, a list of key indicators are re-
sponded to both in terms of what is on paper, based on policy and law, and in practice, 
entailing the subjective opinions of the authors coming from experience, literature, and dis-
cussions with knowledgeable individuals. The results are intended to be indicative, and to 
provide a startpoint for discussion. 
Key indicatorsof security of local resource rights for REDD:
•	 Isprivate	(individual	or	collective)	land	and/or	tree	ownership	allowed?	
•	 Are	local	(incl.	customary)	use	rights	in	place	and	recognised?
•	 Are	indigenous	peoples’	rights	protected?
•	 Are	carbon	rights	defined	and	addressed?
•	 Is	there	a	local	voice	in	land	use	change	decisions?
•	 Are	there	benefit	sharing	and	revenue-allocation	arrangements?
•	 Is	 there	 support	 for	 local	 resource	 rights	–	 through	 institutional	 responsibilities	 and	
capabilities?
This report also includes general recommendations during the development of REDD 
schemes, namely:
•	 Shape	REDD	schemes	to	contribute	to	improved	forest	governance,	not	vice												versa.
•	 Strengthen	local	resource	rights,	including	customary	rights.	
•	 Ensure	carbon	rights	are	effectively	established	in	national	regulations.
•	 Build	on	practical	mechanisms	for	cross-sectoral	engagement.
•	 Develop	effective	arrangements	to	channel	benefits	to	the	local	level.
•	 Connect	national	policy	to	key	international	thinking	and	requirements.
•	 Support	learning	groups	for	REDD	and	related	approaches.
Source: Cotula and Mayers 2009. 
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Strengths and limitations: Not exactly a practical, applicable tool, this report 
nevertheless delves into the interrelated and complex issues surrounding secure 
tenure with a pro-marginalised person’s perspective, and effectively argues why 
secure tenure is also an essential precondition for equitable REDD+ outcomes. 
Gender is left out, but indigenous peoples are mentioned. Far more detailed land 
tenure indicators have been developed,16 but this is one of the few that methodo-
logically (if loosely) apply the REDD+ lens.
6REDD+ Ongoing: 
Research and Advocacy Groups Calling 
for Social Protections
Many research institutes, academics, and multi and bi-lateral initiatives are call-
ing specifically for increased social protections for present and forthcoming 
REDD+ initiatives. Some are building REDD+ specific standards, principles, 
guidelines, frameworks and other tools to aid the integration of social aspects 
such as free, prior and informed consent or gender issues. Other ongoing efforts 
present opportunities and ideas to strengthen social aspects of REDD+ proc-
esses, such as building an evidence base, or looking to past research to learn how 
REDD+ can strengthen local democracy. Some are being used (or should be 
used) as complements to other parallel processes, such as the UN-REDD Pro-
gramme and the FCPF. 
Analysis shows that no one standard provides comprehensive coverage of the 
criteria set out in the Cancun decision safeguards (Murphy 2011; Merger, Dut-
schke and Verchot 2011). Indeed, the approaches and focus areas vary, but the 
common threads are greater control, value, and opportunities for those most im-
pacted by both climate change and REDD+ processes, the rural poor. The efforts 
may not be directly involved in REDD+ project implementation. In recognition 
of the existing weak points and potential threats of REDD+, however, they draw 
upon applicable lessons learned and recent research to increase the chances of 
effective and equitable REDD+ outcomes. Some of the leading efforts are pre-
sented in brief below. 
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Standards, principles, guidelines, frameworks 
and other tools to incorporate various social protections
REDD+ Social and Environmental Standards (REDD+ SES) 
(CCBA and Care International 2010)
Values promoted Pro-poor/marginalized groups; rights including FPIC; full 
and effective participation.
Stated objectives To support design and implementation of government-led 
REDD+ programs that respect the rights of indigenous 
peoples and local communities and generate significant 
social and environmental benefits.
Scale National; sub-national 
Target users Government; NGOs; donors; other stakeholders
The REDD+ Social and Environmental Standards (REDD+ SES) is an initia-
tive facilitated by the CCBA and CARE International.17 The REDD+ SES is 
for government-led REDD+ programmes involving policies and measures at a 
regional or national level under any fund or market-based approach. These vol-
untary standards are developed with an aim to support REDD+ design and im-
plementation that respect the rights of indigenous peoples and local communi-
ties, and have been designed to go beyond laying out minimum safeguards, and 
to identify and elaborate social and environmental benefits (CCBA and CARE 
International 2011).
The REDD+ SES standards consist of principles, criteria and indicators that 
define the issues of concern and the required levels of social and environmental 
performance (CCBA and CARE International 2010). Principles are the intent 
level of a standard that clarify the scope and present desired outcomes. These 
fundamental statements are not designed to be verified. Criteria at the content 
level, however, set out the conditions that need to be met in order to deliver a 
principle. Criteria can be directly verified, but commonly they are further bro-
ken down into indicators, which are achievable, verifiable parameters to indi-
cate whether a criterion has been met. The principles are presented in Box 10. 
An example of a criterion and a subsequent indicator is: ‘The REDD+ program 
requires the free, prior and informed consent of Indigenous Peoples and local 
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communities for any activities affecting their rights to lands, territories and re-
sources’ (Criterion 1.3, under Principle 1), with indicators including: free, prior 
and informed consent is obtained from indigenous peoples, in accordance with 
their customs, norms and traditions, for activities that may affect their rights, 
particularly their rights to own and control traditionally owned lands, territories 
and resources (Indicator 1.3.4).
CCBA and CARE International (2011) set out guidelines to the interpreta-
tion and use of the framework, e.g. that the principles and criteria are generic, 
whereas the indicators should be adapted to the national context.
Box 10: REDD+ SES Principles
1. Rights to lands, territories, and resources are recognized and respected by the REDD+ 
program.
2. The benefits of the REDD+ program are shared equitably among all relevant rights 
holders and stakeholders.
3. The REDD+ program improves long-term livelihood security and well-being of Indig-
enous Peoples and local communities with special attention to the most vulnerable peo-
ple.
4. The REDD+ program contributes to broader sustainable development, respect, and 
protection of human rights and good governance objectives.
5. The REDD+ program maintains and enhances biodiversity and ecosystem services.
6. All relevant rights holders and stakeholders participate fully and effectively. 
7. All rights holders and stakeholders have timely access to appropriate and accurate in-
formation to enable informed decision making and good governance of the REDD+ 
program.
8. The REDD+ program complies with applicable local and national laws and interna-
tional treaties, conventions, and other instruments.
Source: CCBA and CARE International 2010.
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Box 10 shows that the REDD+ SES principles cover both social and environ-
mental (Principle 5 on biodiversity) issues, as does the UN-REDD P&C (see 
Section 4.2.2). Where the UN-REDD P&C have an equal number of social and 
environmental principles, theREDD+ SES principles focus more on the social 
sphere. The REDD+ SES principles focus on both substantial (principles 1-5 
+ 8) and process (principles 6-7) issues, as do the UN-REDD P&C. One dif-
ference is that the UN-REDD P&C included principles on the management of 
funds that are not in the REDD+ SES principles. Overall, however, the UN-
REDD P&C and REDD+ SES principles are similar; the latter provide more 
detail. 
The REDD+ SES process principles focus on participation and access to in-
formation about decision-making. On participation, the detailed criteria and 
indicators focus on stakeholder identification, participation, grievance redress, 
and representation. On information access, the criteria and indicators focus on 
timely and sufficient information for participation in decision-making. The sub-
stantial principles focus on promoting a wide range of values: (customary) rights; 
legality issues; livelihoods, equity and development; and biodiversity and ecosys-
tem values. 
The REDD+ SES is mentioned as a useful reference in the R-PP template 
version 5 December 22, 2010 under Component 4b focusing on the develop-
ment of a national MRV system for the monitoring of multiple benefits, other 
social and environmental impacts, and governance (in addition to MRV of GHG 
emissions and removals performed in Component 4a) (FCPF and UN-REDD 
2010a:54).
Strengths and limitations: There are many positive complementarities between 
REDD+ SES and the various emerging REDD+ initiatives including both the 
formal UN process and the initiatives supporting early action, such as the FCPF 
and UN-REDD, as well as for national efforts. REDD+ SES provide a compre-
hensive framework to assist countries to design, implement, and assess the social 
and environmental aspects of their REDD+ program, supporting and comple-
menting the requirements of mandatory safeguards (Moss and Nausbaum 2011; 
Proforest 2010). Furthermore, FCPF focuses at the strategic level (SESA) and 
the REDD+ SES – that has been developed to a more detailed and directly ap-
plicable level – may provide more specific guidance as to the specific issues to be 
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covered by the SESA, as well as provide detailed criteria and indicators that can 
be used to design, implement, and monitor REDD+ at the sub-national (e.g. 
project) level. 
Developing social and environmental safeguards for REDD+:  
A guide for a bottom-up approach                                                  (Bonfan-
te, Voivodic & Meneses Filho 2010)
Values promoted Pro-poor/ marginalized groups; rights including FPIC; 
participation.
Stated objectives To provide a platform for duplicating the process in other 
countries where the subject REDD+ may also involve risks 
and challenges.
Scale National 
Target users Civil society
As an alternative to top-down approaches, the Institute for Forest and Agricul-
tural Management and Certification (IMAFLORA) prepared a guide to describe 
their own process for developing REDD+ socio and environmental safeguards 
in Brazil that is based on broad participation, including environmental organiza-
tions; representatives of indigenous peoples and local communities; smallhold-
ers; research institutions; and the private sector. Eight principles and 27 criteria 
were presented by civil society to Brazilian government authorities as a contribu-
tion to the establishment of public policies addressing REDD+, climate change, 
and within a broader scenario, alternative land uses in forest areas. The principles 
consist of legal compliance, rights recognition and guarantee (which includes 
complete respect of the UNDRIP), benefits sharing, economic sustainability 
and poverty alleviation, environmental conservation, participation, monitoring, 
transparency, and governance (Bonfante, Voivodic and Meneses Filho 2010).
More interesting than the principles perhaps, arethe lessons learned and de-
tailed description of the experience of generating the agreed upon safeguards. 
The first step involves planning and the recruitment of interested stakeholders, 
in order to jump-start a multi-stakeholder process. This is followed by a descrip-
tion of main activities involved in carrying out a process for developing REDD+ 
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socio and environmental safeguards, including how to hold meetings and process 
comments received. Practical on-the-ground tips and personalized experiences 
in the Brazilian context are peppered throughout. Finally, this guide presents 
how the REDD+ social and environmental safeguards document is being used 
in the country. 
Strengths and limitations: The safeguards presented here may not be universally 
applicable. Yet it is the process model that is important and that makes a contri-
bution to the body of REDD+ specific knowledge, especially for other countries 
and civil society who wish to take charge of the generation of country specific-
safeguards that are accepted by a wide range of local stakeholders – perhaps the 
most crucial aspect for successful safeguard implementation and monitoring.
Free, Prior, and Informed Consent in REDD+: 
Principles and Approaches for Policy and Project Development  
(RECOFTC and GIZ 2011)
Values promoted Pro-poor/ marginalized groups; rights particularly to FPIC; 
participation.
Stated objectives To help contribute to agreement on mechanisms that are 
effective and responsive to the needs of all stakeholders.
Scale National; project
Target users Independent facilitators; indigenous and local community 
leaders; local government staff; project staff; private sector 
investors; NGOs.
Given the fast pace of REDD+ readiness and even project design activities, there 
is a high risk that such a learning by doing approach may result in adverse impacts 
on the rights of indigenous peoples and local communities (RECOFTC and 
GIZ 2011). In recognition of this, and the fact that rights alone are not sufficient 
to protect local people against external pressures exerted in ways that may misin-
form or mislead, the Center for People and Forests (RECOFTC) and Deutsche 
GesellschaftfürInternationaleZusammenarbeit (GIZ) recently published Free, 
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Prior, and Informed Consent in REDD+: Principles and Approaches for Policy and 
Project Development (RECOFTC and GIZ 2011).
The three levels of agreement that are crucial for obtaining FPIC in the context 
of REDD+ are (RECOFTC and GIZ 2011):
•	 consent to discuss the idea for a REDD+ project that will affect com-
munity forests, 
•	 consent to participate in developing a detailed plan for a project, and 
•	 consent to the implementation of the project. 
Achieving each level of consent requires increasingly intense negotiations. Spe-
cific points in a REDD+ project or program cycle where consent may be re-
quired, are discussed, and a useful indicative steps map is presented. The docu-
ment also provides detailed information on twelve elements of a generic process 
to respect the right of FPIC (as FPIC is locally and culturally specific, guidelines 
cannot be universally applicable) (see Box 11). 
Box 11: Twelve elements for REDD+ projects to include FPIC 
The RECOFTC and GIZ publication provides detailed guidelines, including a sub-section 
on what ‘Indigenous peoples and local communities need to know,’ to achieve each of the 
following 12 elements to properly equip REDD+ processes to effectively prepare for rights-
holder engagement, implement a consent process, and maintain consent.
Preparing for rights holder engagement:
1. Mapping rights, rights holders and land use
2. Identifying appropriate decision-making institutions
3. Identifying national support structures for rights advocacy
4. Developing a process for seeking and obtaining consent
5. Developing the content for consent agreements
6. Agreeing on a communication plan
7. Developing a capacity-building strategy  
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Implementing a process for respecting the right to FPIC:
8. Integrating the right to FPIC with REDD+ project design
9. Ensuring alternative information and independent advice
Monitoring and recourse: maintaining consent
10. Monitoring what is agreed in implementation
11. Developing a grievance process
12. Verifying consent
Source: RECOFTC and GIZ 2011.
Strengths and limitations:This document has a limited scope as it focuses on 
process only, i.e. there is no categorization of the varieties of activities to which-
consent might or must be sought. Thelimited scope, however, also represents a 
strength, in that it offers detailed and experience-grounded recommendations 
on process design. 
Gender-differentiated impacts of REDD to be addressed 
in REDD Social Standards (Gurung and Quesada 2009)
Values promoted Pro marginalized people (women); rights of women to 
natural resources; respect for UN Convention for the 
Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination against Women 
(UN CEDAW).
Stated objectives To identify and assess the gender-differentiated impacts of 
REDD and key gender-related issues that must be addressed 
in development of REDD social standards.
Scale National; project
Target users Government; civil society
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Women Organizing for Change in Agriculture and Natural Resource Manage-
ment (WOCAN) and the Global Gender and Climate Alliance (GGCA) are 
two organizations at the forefront in identifying and addressing the gender di-
mension of REDD+.18 In 2009, WOCAN with GGCA prepared a report to 
contribute to the REDD+ SES voluntary social standards. The aim of the paper 
was to identify and assess the gender-differentiated impacts of REDD and key 
gender-related issues that must be addressed in development of REDD social 
standards. The report recommends that standards for national and sub-national 
level REDD programs and policies include a gender-based approach adhering to 
specific principles (see Box 12). 
Box 12: WOCAN Principles for gender equitableness
and effectiveness in REDD processes and agreements 
As outlined in the 2009 report, WOCAN’s principles include the following:
•	 Implementation	of	REDD	must	not	lead	to	obstruction	of	women’s	access	to	forests	to	
meet their subsistence needs for fuel wood, fodder and non-timber forest products (do 
no harm).
•	 Actions	should	be	taken	to	ensure	women	have	clear	ownership	rights	to	forest	carbon	
and forestland.
•	 Promote	equal	access	of	women	to	 land	ownership	and	other	resources	necessary	 for	
effective socio-economic participation in forest management and climate mitigation 
strategies (e.g., land, capital, technical assistance, technology, tools, equipment, markets 
and time).
•	 Parties	willing	to	participate	in	REDD	must	ensure	compliance	with	international	and	
national commitments on gender equality and equity, including the Convention to 
Eliminate Discrimination Against Women (CEDAW) and women’s rights to natural 
resources.
•	 REDD	must	 contribute	 to	 transparent,	 inclusive,	 and	 accountable	 forest	 governance	
and to bringing about changes in forestry institutions to enable them to be accountable 
and responsive to poor women’s needs.
•	 Responses	to	global	climate	changes	should	have	broad	goals	that	aim	to	reduce	climatic	
change, protect natural resources, improve social well being, and promote equality.
Source: Gurung and Quesada 2009.
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A focus on gender in REDD financing, capacity building, and monitoring and 
evaluation are also emphasized. For example, ‘Compliance with these standards 
should be required for countries participating in REDD mechanisms’, with ‘veri-
fication by an independent body that includes gender expertise’, are asserted. The 
authors purport that a systematic process to promote gender mainstreaming in 
the stages of design, implementation, review, monitoring, and evaluation across 
all relevant aspects of REDD (including property rights, participation in deci-
sion making, equitable sharing of benefits, etc.) will best support adherence to 
these principles.  
Finally, they provide a general framework for gender mainstreaming: 
•	 Generating political commitment, based on both the effectiveness of in-
cluding a gender perspective, and a rights-based approach for women’s 
access to natural resources;
•	 Developing technical expertise for gender;
•	 Developing mechanisms for accountability;
•	 Addressing organizational cultures to ensure against institutional gender 
blindness.
Strengths and limitations: The WOCAN principles are purely focused on 
substantive issues. Gender differentiated impacts have been included within 
the framework for indicators of the REDD+ SES (e.g. under Principle 3) and 
therefore the relevance of this document has probably been proven. While the 
principles and the framework are just a starting point, the authors do advise that 
follow-up actions are needed. For example, both national and specific indica-
tors should be developed with regard to gender equality and women’s empower-
ment/rights and to measure women’s access to, and control of forest resources, 
respectively.
Many more efforts are also focusing on gender and REDD+ (see Box 13). 
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Box 13: Additional gender and climate change resources
Formed in 2007, the GGCA  now includes over 25 UN agencies and international civil 
society organizations such as the UNDP, IUCN, UNEP, and the Women’s Environment 
and Development Organization (WEDO). The Alliance is spearheading gender and cli-
mate change advocacy and has generated resources such as the Training Manual on Gender 
and Climate Change (IUCN, UNDP and GGCA 2009) which aims to build up trainers to 
help increase the capacity of policy and decision makers so that efforts to mitigate and adapt 
to climate change are gender-sensitive. Individual members are also providing resources, like 
the UNDP, which has published the adaptation focused Gender, climate change and com-
munity-based adaptation: A guidebook for designing and implementing gender-sensitive 
community-based adaptation programmes and projects (UNDP 2010a), and a Resource 
Guide on Gender and Climate Change (UNDP 2009) which presents principal, concep-
tual, and methodological advances on gender relations in the context of climate change. 
Among other activities, IUCN has created a number of factsheets on gender and climate 
change.22
Beyond the GGCA, other gender-focused REDD+ initiatives are also underway, such as 
information sharing from the GenderCC23 platform, a global network of gender activists 
and experts working for gender and climate justice. A recent report for USAID aimed to 
identify good practices, lessons learned, and key entry points for increasing women’s partici-
pation in, and benefits from, REDD+ activities (see Gurung et al. 2011).  
Women focused climate change actions are also being driven at the project level, such as 
gender-sensitive REDD+ projects led by CARE International,24 as well as by grassroots ini-
tiatives. Possibly the best known example of women’s empowerment linked to addressing 
climate change and REDD is the work of the Green Belt Movement in Kenya, founded by 
Nobel Peace Laureate Wangari Maathai.
Others calling for social protection in REDD+
In addition to the various tools being developed, other ongoing efforts present 
opportunities and policy and implementation ideas to strengthen social aspects 
of REDD+ processes, such as promoting pro-poor agendas and reinforcing local 
democracy, while drawing from lessons learned in other forestry and develop-
ment arenas like community forestry (e.g. Agrawal and Angelsen 2009). For ex-
ample, researchers from the Center for International Forestry Research (CIFOR) 
have produced a massive body of research publications on REDD, focusing on all 
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aspects, from the technical to the social, including Moving Ahead with REDD: 
issues, options and implications (Angelsen 2008) and Realising REDD+: Na-
tional strategy and policy options (Angelsen et al. 2009). Moving Ahead with 
REDD brings together a range of experts to present a broad overview of REDD 
issues, provide the options, and assess the implications according to three as-
pects: effectiveness, efficiency, and equity - henceforth labelled as the ‘3E’ crite-
ria. Realising REDD+, an early output of CIFOR’s current Global Comparative 
Study on REDD, examines what REDD+ at the national level might look like 
and presents a menu of options, and discusses their worth in terms of their 3E 
outcomes, plus the generation of co-benefits (e.g. biodiversity and other environ-
mental services, poverty reduction and sustainable livelihoods, governance and 
rights, and climate change adaptation) – labelled the 3E+ criteria.
CIFOR has not produced generic standards or indicators for social aspects to 
be considered by the REDD process. CIFOR is, however, building an evidence 
base on REDD+ through a Global Comparative Study (GCS-REDD). The 
study focuses on REDD+ project sites in at least six countries in Latin America, 
Africa, and Asia over the four-year period 2009-2012, and is examining REDD+ 
at both national and project levels. At the national level, the study aims to analyse 
how national processes that formulate REDD policies reflect different interests 
at all levels. At the project level, the study will look at effects of the REDD inter-
vention on meeting the 3E+ criteria for REDD+: 
•	 Effectiveness: Can the mechanism bring significant emission reductions? 
•	 Efficiency: Are these reductions achieved at the minimum cost?
•	 Equity: Are benefits and costs distributed fairly among and within 
countries? 
•	 +: Are co-benefits achieved?
The indicators of achievement of co-benefits used by the GCS-REDD study are 
grouped underand across the following: wellbeing (e.g. village development and 
perceptions of wellbeing), effectiveness (e.g. perceptions on costs versus achieved 
emissions reductions), governance (e.g. tenure arrangements and security of 
tenure),and conservation (e.g. perceptions of improvements in soil). The study 
seeks to link these to the outcome of the REDD project intervention. It will also 
have less of a focus on procedural and process aspects of the governance of the 
REDD projects under study (Sunderlin et al. 2010:36,151-152). 
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Knowledge generated will assist first-generation REDD+ practitioners to 
improve their performance in attaining 3E+ outcomes, provide guidance to de-
sign second generation (post-2012), and will serve as one reference point for 
evaluating the success of national REDD+ policies and practices (Sunderlin et al. 
2010). The main product of the project level assessment to date was a ‘Guide to 
Learning about the livelihood impacts of REDD+ Projects’ ( Jagger et al. 2010), 
presented further below (see: During and after REDD+: tools to assess compli-
ance and outcomes). 
CIFOR is not alone in calling for an equity focus for REDD+ projects. 
IUCN is currently working on the promotion of pro-poor REDD options as 
core principles during the preparation of REDD national strategies in five tropi-
cal countries. Particular emphasis is given to the equitable participation and 
consultation of indigenous peoples and other vulnerable groups such as women 
in national REDD planning. Pilots that are part of the project in each country 
focus on the participatory assessment of: forest governance; multi-stakeholder 
processes and participation; tree and carbon rights and tenure; drivers of defor-
estation and forest degradation; impacts on rural people’s livelihoods in forest 
areas; equitable distribution and systems for benefit sharing; and safeguards for 
social and environmental impacts (IUCN 2011b).
IUCN is now in the process of defining and testing the pro-poor principles 
and creating an overarching pro-poor strategy, and has recently put forth the ele-
ments of a pro-poor REDD+ approach, namely (Adeleke 2011):
1. Understanding the nature and scope of livelihoods of people and de-
pendency on forests.
2. Participation of vulnerable groups. 
3. Improved clarity of rights, benefits and responsibilities of vulnerable 
groups.
4. Equitable sharing of benefits and responsibilities. 
5. Investments in resilience of vulnerable livelihoods.
6. Environmental safeguards.
7. Linking local and national processes to address needs of the poor.
8. Customary norms and values. 
9. Transparency.
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The ongoing Livelihoods and Landscapes Strategy (LLS), which provides tools 
for participatory monitoring and learning, has also recently provided guidance 
on how to adapt their Forests-Poverty Toolkit specifically for REDD+ purposes 
(IUCN 2011c). The Forests-Poverty Toolkit is a rural assessment tool that uses 
locally identified poverty indicators and participatory exercises to collect data 
and differentiate forest dependence, and can help to determine how REDD+ can 
contribute to reductions in poverty and increases in livelihood resilience (ibid.)
The International Institute for Environment and Development (IIED) has 
produced a substantial amount of pro poor, governance and tenure focused 
REDD+ related materials such as policy briefs.19 Their Forest Governance Learn-
ing Group (FGLG), an alliance with nine countries,emphasizes the importance 
of governance for REDD+ success, as exemplified in their recent publication, 
‘Just forest governance– for REDD, for sanity,’ with examples from the Group’s 
alliance countries (IIED 2011). The FGLG has also generated much country-
specific REDD+ relevant materials. 
The Forest, Climate, and Livelihood research network (FOCALI), a Swedish 
research network, released a 2009 report with an analysis of four key documents 
in relation to REDD and poverty. The analysis also identified seven key issues: 
(1) tenure rights and REDD, (2) climate-beneficial forest-based livelihoods,(3) 
participation in forest policy, (4) experiences from REDD demonstration activi-
ties and PES, (5) impacts of deforestation on the poor, (6) demography and de-
forestation, and (7) protected areas and the poor.
Following a literature review, the FOCALI report identified that the main 
gap in knowledge was how to ‘roll out the REDD agenda’ on a large scale, par-
ticularly in resource-poor landscapes and in the face of predatory high level in-
terests. At the time of their report, REDD demonstration activities were deemed 
as yet too small to yield valuable lessons learned.
However, the report provides the following tentative policy recommenda-
tions (Biddulph et al. 2009):
•	 Support the recommendations of the REDD Options Assessments Re-
port  (Angelsen et al. 2009) of supporting participation of indigenous 
peoples and local communities and strengthening their role in na-
tional implementation, to safeguard the interests of the poor in global 
negotiations;
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•	 Encourage and/or directly fund large-scale (national or regional level), 
rapid REDD pilots in resource-cursed contexts, and ensure poverty mon-
itoring is prioritised within these;
•	 Support and encourage coordination of global research efforts in re-
lation to REDD including the incorporation of high quality poverty 
monitoring.
The next phase of FOCALI’s work involves case studies of REDD preparations 
and links to poverty, in order to evaluate local and national level experiences.
The Norwegian Government has commissioned and funded a significant 
share of the foremost climate change research and recent project initiatives, 
many of which include a focus on social aspects. For example, an influential 
2009 Norwegian Government report proposed principles to enhance the effec-
tive participation of indigenous peoples and local communities (Angelsen et al. 
2009), specifically the
•	 definition of rights to lands, territories, and resources, including ecosys-
tem services;
•	 representation in REDD decision-making, both internationally and na-
tionally, including access to dispute resolution mechanisms; and 
•	 integration of REDD into long-term development processes.
International nongovernmental organizations are also taking an active role in 
responding to the identified gap in social protections for REDD+ implementa-
tion. The Forest Peoples Programme (FPP) supports forest people’s rights. Land 
tenure and acknowledging community rights to forest resources are promoted 
as a means to enhance the equity and efficiency of REDD+ processes (Griffiths 
2008). The influential Forest Peoples Programme report, Seeing REDD: For-
ests, Climate Change Mitigation and the Rights of Indigenous Peoples (Griffiths 
2008),provided a rights-based account which charts shortcomings in REDD 
processes thus far, and made a case for FPIC as the foundation of REDD engage-
ments with the poor. Among other activities, the FPP has also broadly criticized 
REDD+ supporting bodies such as the FCPF for its lack of recognition of the 
right of forest people to consent to participation in REDD+ (see Dooley et al. 
2008, 2011). 
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The Rights and Resources Initiative (RRI) also works to ensure that poverty-
focused rights and tenure issues are prominent in global discussions on forest-
based responses to climate change, to shape ways forward for policy, and struc-
tures for adaptation and mitigation. The RRI with partners have organized a 
series of dialogues to foster critical reflection and learning on forest governance, 
the rights of forest communities and indigenous peoples, and forest tenure in the 
context of global action to combat climate change, including REDD. RRI has 
also put out some REDD+ specific literature. For example, RRI with Rainforest 
Foundation Norway (RFN) (2008) created a framework for ensuring effective 
climate change mitigation and adaptation in forest areas while ensuring human 
rights and development. The framework was captured in a policy brief, which 
aimed to provide government and inter-governmental organization negotiators 
with a tool to demonstrate that their actions do not undermine national social 
and economic development. The framework purports that effective investment 
in climate change mitigation and adaptation in forest areas requires four mutu-
ally reinforcing and self-correcting policy foundations (RRI and RFN 2008):
1. Strengthen rights and governance — establish an equitable legal and reg-
ulatory framework for land and resources.
2. Prioritize incentives for communities — establish accountable funding 
mechanisms to ensure that incentives go to the right people.
3. Monitor more than carbon — establish monitoring systems that moni-
tor more than carbon and which are transparent and easily accessible to 
the public.
4. Establish national and international mechanisms to ensure independent 
advice and auditing.
Methods to pursue the four policy foundations are suggested, for example, that 
transparency in actions to equitably share benefits and comply with FPIC stand-
ards is important for policy foundation number 3. 
Others are focusing on the long-term opportunities of REDD+ for improving 
local democracy and forest management. Brown, Seymour and Peskett (2008) 
note that there is a case for using REDD-related financial resources to support 
local government reform processes and social capital development, not only to 
help channel financial flows to the actual forest managers, but also to improve 
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broader forest governance. They refer to previous research by Larson and Ribot 
(2007) when describing how, via local government reform, REDD may have the 
potential to improve timber revenue capture and management, and to help local 
communities manage the local component of those revenues and deploy them 
for community benefit (ibid). 
The level at which rules are made and benefits distributed will be crucial to 
the overall success of REDD+ (Larson and Ribot 2009). Ribot (2011) notes 
that despite the many demands for participation and rights recognition, calls for 
local democratic decision-making on core matters remain deficient. To actually 
benefit forest-dependent poor, he suggests that REDD must be held to account 
by standards for (1) democratic representation of local populations in all REDD 
decisions (meaning the discretionary power to make significant and meaningful 
choices), and (2) access to benefits (meaning local control over access to mar-
kets and forest resources) (ibid). Ribot (2011) then suggests that CIFOR’s 3Es+ 
criteria be expanded to include a 4th and 5th ‘E’, namely enfranchisement and 
emancipation. 
Finally, new research from the Yale School of Forestry and Environmental 
Studies and CIFOR offers a list of principles to guide REDD+ subnational im-
plementation based upon a review of best practices generated by integrated con-
servation and development projects (ICDPs). The authors assert that the inher-
ently localized nature of REDD+ in practice stands to benefit from the lessons 
learned of past ICDPs.  The relevance of each of the 15 best practices to REDD 
was determined; the first fourwill almost certainly be achieved duringthe tran-
sition from ICDPs to REDD, whereas the following elevenwill require greater 
diligence if they are tobe achieved by REDD projects (Blom, Sunderland and-
Murdiyarso 2011). The best practices/principles are (ibid.): 
1. Have measurable and clearly defined goals.
2. Project duration should reflect the time commitmentneeded to achieve 
goals.
3. Markets must be available for participants’ productsand services.
4. Mechanism should be in place for monitoring andevaluation.
5. National policies should support project activities.
6. Locally-based conservation should be applied wherethreats and solutions 
are local.
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7. Recognize and acknowledge trade-offs between conservation and 
development.
8. Develop an understanding of community heterogeneityand complexity.
9. Develop an understanding of community livelihoodneeds.
10. Design projects to be adaptive and flexible.
11. Involve the community in all phases of the project.
12. Collaborate with other projects.
13. Engage in activities that you know, collaborate withfor activities that you 
do not.
14. Enforcement is always needed.
15. Provide clear and sustainable community benefits.
7During and After REDD+:  
Tools to Assess Compliance and Outcomes
As REDD+ projects will be performance based, mechanisms for monitoring, 
reporting and verifying emissionreductions are a pre-requisite (Wertz-Kanoun-
nikoff et al. 2008). Social and other non-carbon co-benefits, however, are more 
challenging to measure.
The policies, mechanisms, and institutions to ensure that social safeguards 
are effectively addressed are only in the beginning stages of development. Work 
is needed to determine the purpose of the information system, the type of system 
that will be established, its modalities, and how the safeguards system will link to 
the REDD+ MRV system (Murphy 2011). 
Although this is currently being examined by SBSTA, other preliminary ef-
forts are underway, for example, by the UN-REDD and Chatham House (2011). 
Research is also progressing with regard to determining the social and livelihood 
impacts from initial REDD+ activities, for example, by CIFOR ( Jagger et al. 
2010). These kinds of tools will be important for the monitoring, reporting, and 
improving of future REDD+ projects. Three REDD+ specific efforts in this re-
gard are described below. 
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Social and Biodiversity Impact Assessment (SBIA) 
Manual for REDD+ Projects (Richards and Panfil 2011)
Values promoted Moral imperative (to at least avoid negative impacts); 
upwards and downwards accountability; ensure local 
and wider political acceptability/ social sustainability; 
commercial rationale; benefits for local people and 
environment; increased understanding and participation of 
local stakeholders.
Stated objectives To help monitor the ways in which projects affect 
biodiversity and the livelihoods of people living in and 
around a project site; to help project proponents implement 
cost-effective social and biodiversity impact assessments to 
meet the CCB or other standards.
Scale Project 
Target users Project designers and implementers
Operating from a belief that sub-national activities will continue to have an im-
portant role in REDD+, the CCBA, Forest Trends, Fauna & Flora International 
(FFI) and the Rainforest Alliance have produced a revised manual on how to 
conduct a cost-effective and credible social and biodiversity impact assessment. 
This revised version (2) includes new guidance on assessing the biodiversity im-
pacts of REDD+ projects. Departing from the question, are land-based carbon 
projects good for local people, biodiversity, and ecosystem services? The manual 
is designed in a way that particularly helps projects meet the requirements of 
the Climate, Community & Biodiversity (CCB) Standards (which requires that 
projects generate net-positive impacts for local communities and forbiodiver-
sity), but should be useful also for other multiple-benefitstandards. The meth-
odologies and approaches set out in the manual areapplicable to not only land-
based carbon projects,but to a range of payments for ecosystem services (PES) 
situations.
Themanual is divided into three Parts: Part 1) Core Guidance for Project Pro-
ponents, Part 2) SocialImpact Assessment (SIA) Toolbox for REDD+ Projects 
(Social Toolbox for short) and Part 3) BiodiversityImpact Assessment (BIA) 
Toolbox for REDD+ Projects (Biodiversity Toolbox for short). Part 1 provides 
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anoverview of challenges and issues for SBIA and then sets out a suggested proc-
ess or framework for impact assessment. Parts 2 and 3, the Toolboxes, describe 
specific methods or tools and provide examples that can help projectproponents 
select the most appropriate measurement methods (Richards and Panfil 2011). 
For example, the Social Toolbox introduces a range of SIA methods, however 
users must then refer to the original methods material source. 
Box 14: Seven proposed stages for conducting cost-effective SBIA
SBIA 1: Original Conditions Study and Stakeholder Identification 
SBIA 2: ‘Without-Project’ Social and Biodiversity Projections 
SBIA 3: Project Design and Theory of Change
SBIA 4: Negative Impact, Risks and Mitigation Measures
SBIA 5: Identification of Indicators
SBIA 6: Developing the Monitoring Plan
SBIA 7: Data Collection, Analysis and Reporting
Source: Richards and Panfil 2011
Strengths and limitations: Self-proclaimed as user friendly, this manual is in-
deed ‘written in a style that… is easy to understand by individuals who are not-
specialized in impact assessment or monitoring and evaluation.’ At first glance 
it may seem to provide an almost overwhelming array of detail, however it is 
surely one of the most practical, useful tools to date of this nature.  Version 1 of 
this document, which also aimed to provide guidance on how to implement the 
CCB Standards and provide evidence of net positive social impacts attributable 
to the project at validation, was very focused on up-front assessments (through 
Theory of Change approaches) of the potential impacts of carbon projects on lo-
cal people. A remaining deficit in this version 2 is that it does not yet tackle how 
to assess national-level policy implementation, which will be a crucial aspect of 
the future REDD+ process. 
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Guidance for the provision of information  
on REDD+ governance (UN-REDD and Chatham House 2011)
Values promoted Good governance based on accountability, effectiveness, 
efficiency, equity, participation and transparency.
Stated objectives To provide guidance on main elements to consider when 
establishing a national information system for the provision of 
information on dimensions of governance that are important 
for successful REDD+ implementation, including REDD+ 
safeguards.
Scale National
Target users Government
A new (draft) document by UN-REDD and Chatham House offers a frame-
work for the provision of information on key governance issues for implement-
ing REDD+, including REDD+ safeguards. It aims to provide guidance on 
main elements to consider when establishing a national information system. The 
guidance considers what information to provide, how to generate this informa-
tion, and who should be involved. It is intended for use by national governments, 
which are primarily responsible for ensuring that REDD+ activities are effec-
tively implemented, and safeguards respected, as well as for other stakeholders.
In beginning to consider what information to provide, the framework 
presents the same generally accepted pillars and principles of good forest govern-
ance as found in, for example, the framework for assessing and monitoring forest 
governance (PROFOR and FAO 2011). Nineteen generic but essential elements 
of each Pillar are then provided (and to show further relevance, are linked up to 
the safeguards contained in the Cancun Agreements), although these are under-
stood to be not necessarily universal to all countries. An example of an element 
is (under Pillar one): Incorporation of international commitments/obligations rel-
evant to REDD+, such as UNFCCC, United Nations Declaration on the Rights 
of Indigenous Peoples (UNDRIP), Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD), in 
national legislation. 
Country-specific indicators are expected to be developed to collect data on 
each element, though how to do so is not included within this document. The 
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UN-REDD Programme’s Participatory Governance Assessments for REDD+ 
(PGAs, described previously) is cited as a document useful fordeveloping indica-
tors in a participatory and country-specific manner.
The Cancun REDD+ agreement began a process whereby the UNFCCC 
SBSTA is tasked with developing guidance for systems to provide information 
on how safeguards are addressed and respected. This will be discussed further 
at the next climate conference in Durban in December 2011. Meanwhile, this 
guidance draws on experiences in the natural resources sector to ‘inform a system 
for the provision of information on REDD+ governance,’ and presents a long list 
of lessons learned in brief, such as, for example, Lessons for indicator-based data 
collection and Lessons for selecting appropriate tools. To design a national informa-
tion system for REDD+ governance, this document then considers how the les-
sons can be applied by suggesting possible tools and activities. REDD+ relevant 
guidelines, methodologies, and assessment and monitoring tools are listed in an 
Annex.
Strengths and limitations:This guidance document can assist countries in 
preparing to establish safeguard monitoring and reporting systems. It is impor-
tant however, to note that the emphasis of this framework is more on the ‘how’, 
i.e. process outcomes, rather thansubstantive outcomes. The suggested ‘What 
information to provide: elements’ offers very few concrete, measurable criteria. 
Countries must show what they do, not the results of the implementation of the 
social safeguards (such as measurably reduced poverty), which is undoubtedly 
more achievable at the national level. It is another tool that remains purposefully 
generic and ‘suggestive’, with the justification that ‘methodologies need to bead-
apted to suit national circumstances’. 
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Guide to learning about the livelihood impacts  
of REDD+ Projects ( Jaggeret al. 2010)
Values promoted Pro-poor 
Stated objectives To understand the livelihood impacts 
of first-generation REDD+ projects.
Scale National; project
Target users Multi/bilateral agencies; donors; national and re-
gional government; NGOs; civil society; researchers.
This guide from CIFOR represents the main product of the ongoing project lev-
el assessment of the Global Comparative Study on REDD+ to date. It provides 
an overview of methods to gather evidence about how REDD+ interventions 
affect social welfare in forest regions. It also includes a series of technical work-
sheets and an annotated bibliography of toolkits and methods.
Noting that no one method will be appropriate for evaluating all REDD+ 
projects given their complexity and diversity, the focus of this guide is rather on 
how to build a strong research design based upon existing frameworks ( Jagger 
et al. 2010). The authors argue that causal mapping using a mixed-methods ap-
proach is best. Rigorous impact evaluation methods quantify impacts, followed 
by a theory of change for interpretation. Several design options are discussed and 
the concept of the ‘counterfactual’ is stressed, that is, to assess a project’s causal 
impacts or additionality; what would have happened without the project must 
be established ( Jagger et al. 2010). This is similar to the business-as-usual base-
line in REDD+. 
This guide focuses on research design for impact evaluation, primarily because 
other important steps such as the development and measurement of indicators 
are thoroughly described in other resources; the guide provides a comprehensive 
list in Annex B. Methods and examples from CIFOR’s GCSREDD are high-
lighted and examples of the implementation of one of the ‘most robust research 
designs’ are presented in this guide: Before-After/Control-Intervention (BACI) 
( Jagger et al. 2010).
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Strengths and limitations:Although the focus is solely on livelihoods and ex 
post project impact assessment, this guide does offer a thorough description of 
these kinds of evaluation methodologies and links them to specific needs of cur-
rent and future REDD+ project implementers. It also includes useful annexes 
with a broad variety of relevant non- and REDD+ specific resources. It has been 
criticized for over-emphasizing quantitative methodologies that may risk miss-
ing out on opportunities for project assessment in, for example, a situation in 
which a project is assessed in its early stages or when no baseline or controls are 
collected – in which case qualitative methodologies that can better capture in-
tangible issues such as trust, equity, and conflict at the community level are use-
ful (Sepehri 2011). 

8Discussion and Conclusions
Undoubtedly, the international REDD+ discourse and national processes have 
progressed toward an increasing focus on social aspects, in particular social safe-
guards targeting poor and forest-dependent communities and measures to secure 
their inclusionin decision-making processes. Accordingly, REDD+ specific tools 
to protect and empower the most vulnerable are being generated. Their range 
is diverse; some are exclusively process-focused, whereas others centre on sub-
stantive standards, principles, criteria and indicators. Among those mentioned 
in this document, there are substantial overlaps in the issues addressed, but also 
large differences with regard to the point of departure, the level of detail, and the 
intended outcomes.
The reviewed tools on social aspects of REDD+ projects cover the entire pol-
icy process from development over implementation to evaluation, and focus on 
identifying and mitigating risks,promotingvarious co-benefits, and securing the 
inclusion of a broad range of stakeholders in the process. 
The tools focusing on the policy development phase are the FCPF’s SESA, 
UN-REDD’s risk identification and mitigation tool, and CCBA and Care’s 
REDD+ SES, that all draw on the generic forest governance assessment tools 
reviewed in Section 5. These mainly focus on the national level of policy-making, 
although CCBA and Care’s REDD+ SES also has a specific project level focus. 
Annex 2 presents an attempt at a schematic overview of the values that these three 
tools seek to safeguard. Importantly, this overview is highly interpretative, and 
others may come to different conclusions. That said, it indicates that the CCBA 
and Care’s REDD+ SES, with its high level of detail and strong focus on social 
issues, is the most comprehensive in terms of values covered. Further, CCBA and 
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Care’s REDD+ SES has a more explicit focus on issues of access rights – i.e. the 
ability to obtain benefits from resources - and stakeholder representation. These 
issues are of importance, not least, to safeguard the interests of poor and forest-
dependent groups. Further, the overview shows that the FCPF – possibly due to 
its inherent focus on the national and strategic level – includes fewer of the social 
and environmental values. What the overview does not show – but what has 
been mentioned earlier on – is that the UN-REDD – in its social and environ-
mental principles and criteria – is more elaborate on, and gives more weight to, 
environmental concerns than does the CCBA and Care’s REDD+ SES. Finally, 
the overview shows that none of these three larger processes of developing social 
safeguards give much attention to the process of stakeholder identification and 
independent and participatory process monitoring. With regard to the latter, 
however, the UN-REDD constitutes an exception with its process towards de-
veloping a Participatory Governance Assessment Tool.
The tools with particular focus on process issues of inclusion and participa-
tion in the implementation are the joint FCPF & UN-REDD’s Guidelines on 
Stakeholder Engagement, the UN-REDD Participatory Governance Assessment 
Tool, and parts of the CCBA and Care’s REDD+ SES.The Principles and Ap-
proaches for Policy and Project Development by RECOFTC and GIZ (2011) is 
an example of an effort to develop rather elaborate guidance on process, includ-
ing identification of stakeholders, albeit mainly relevant at the project level. 
Finally, project-level assessment of social impacts (e.g. poverty and social im-
pact assessments) is covered in, among other, the Social and Biodiversity Impact 
Assessment (SBIA) Manual for REDD+ Projects and the Guide to Learning 
about the livelihood impacts of REDD+ Projects. In addition to these, the re-
view has covered a number of smaller and more specific tools are useful at various 
stages of project design, implementation and review.
Outstanding challenges, however, have been identified for all efforts to address 
social aspects of REDD+. Considering post-project social impact assessments, 
Peskett et al. (2008) draws attention to the shortcomings of these methods, from 
the limited role that lessons learned actually play in final policy decisions to the 
reluctance of the poor to expose illegal behaviour. Sepehri (2011) describes the 
current lack of REDD+ specific qualitative methods that can better capture the 
more intangible issues at the community level.
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Other recentreviews of social standards in REDD point to a need to further 
emphasize opportunities for co-benefits, the general lack of national legal frame-
works to enable and ensure compliance, and the importance of incorporating law-
ful recourse and grievance mechanisms (Moss and Nussbaum 2011).One could 
argue, with a basis in the current review, that issues regarding co-benefits and re-
course and grievance mechanisms are covered in some of the tools and frameworks 
currently offered and that the issue at hand is more one of assuring alignment be-
tween the different efforts based on an agreement on minimum standards across 
the board. This would also counter the problem identified in previous analyses 
of the existing social safeguards; that no one standard provides comprehensive 
coverage of the criteria set out in the Cancun decision safeguards (Murphy 2011; 
Merger, Dutschke and Verchot 2011). Alignment of criteria and procedures 
would not only guarantee a common minimum standard for social and environ-
mental safeguards, it would, in all likelihood, also contribute towards efficiency in 
REDD+ processes through opportunities for replication of processes. 
Mandating the use of standards and specific tools or methods cannot be ex-
pected to automatically bring about true pro-poor REDD+ behaviours (Peskett 
et al. 2008). Ribot (2011) notes that existing standards are insufficient, and that 
participation and alms alone do not constitute democracy or enfranchisement. 
He asserts that positive change will demand ‘a radical rethinking, indeed dis-
mantling, of forestry regulation and management in addition to establishing and 
strengthening substantive rights and representation of forest-based people.’ One 
could argue that the current body of tools and frameworks tends to operate with-
in the boundaries of the existing policy-level discourse with development and 
forestry that focuses on the strengthening of people’s rights to forests etc. Albeit 
ever present, this discourse seems generally to have left the privileges of powerful 
actors untouched as is testified by a large body of literature on how people fare 
in decentralized, community-based, participatory and integrated conservation 
and development projects and so on. The current REDD+ debate, however, has 
at least to this author, brought some promising new developments to the scene, 
such as the participatory governance assessment tool, that may, by bringing in a 
broad range of stakeholders at the national policy level, with due emphasis on 
process and inclusion, create more accountability and attention to the needs and 
rights of the poor and forest-dependent in the development and implementation 
of REDD+. Time will tell whether this promise will hold true.

Notes
1. Annex I Parties include the industrialized countries that were members of 
the OECD (Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development) 
in 1992, plus countries with economies in transition (the EIT Parties), in-
cluding the Russian Federation, the Baltic States, and several Central and 
Eastern European States. See http://www.unfccc.int/parties_and_observ-
ers/parties/annex_i/items/2774.php for a complete list.
2. Although the discussion for REDD specific safeguards was undertaken for 
about 5 years prior to this decision, at the time when the UNFCCC agreed 
on the modalities of A/R CDM projects at COP 9 in Milan (2003), the EU 
was already fighting for the introduction of a set of social and environmental 
safeguards to be independently verified by designated operational entities, 
in the style of a binding international standard and ignoring country-specif-
ic social and environmental circumstances of natural resource management 
(Merger, Dutschke and Verchot 2011).
3. The ‘+’ in REDD+ implies that forest conservation, sustainable manage-
ment of forests, and enhancement of forest carbon stocks are included – see 
more on the evolution of the + in Section 2.
4. Articles 2 and 3 note policies and measure for the ‘Protection and enhance-
ment of sinks and reservoirs of greenhouse gases, promotion of sustainable 
forest management practices, afforestation and reforestation’ and that ‘The 
net changes in greenhouse gas emissions by sources and removals by sinks 
resulting from direct human-induced land-use change and forestry activities, 
limited to afforestation, reforestation and deforestation since 1990…shall be 
used to meet the commitments under this Article of each Party included in 
Annex I’, respectively.
100 Responsive Forest Governance Initiative (RFGI)
5.  The international REDD+ dialogue has been criticized for using terms such 
as social ‘co-benefits’ without a description of what the term actually entails 
(Peskett et al. 2008 cites: Peskett and Iwata 2007), however criteria for as-
sessing co-benefits may include economic development and poverty reduc-
tion, biodiversity, rights and forest governance (see Angelsen 2008).
6. There was already some discussion on offset mechanisms providing social 
and environmental benefits in addition to the offsets themselves. This was 
embodied in the decision at COP 9 on modalities for implementing CDM 
afforestation and reforestation (A/R) activities, where the responsibility for 
ensuring that this was indeed the case was left to the host country (Merger, 
Dutschke and Verchot 2011).
7. Although the discussion for REDD specific safeguards was undertaken for 
about 5 years prior to this decision, at the time when the UNFCCC agreed 
on the modalities of A/R CDM projects at COPin Milan (2003), the EU 
was already fighting for the introduction of a set of social and environmental 
safeguards to be independently verified by designated operational entities, 
in the style of a binding international standard and ignoring country-specif-
ic social and environmental circumstances of natural resource management 
(Merger, Dutschke and Verchot, 2011).
 9.  In Milan (2003), the EU was already fighting for the introduction of a set 
of social and environmental safeguards to be independently verified by des-
ignated operational entities, in the style of a binding international standard 
and ignoring country-specific social and environmental circumstances of 
natural resource management (Merger, Dutschke and Verchot 2011).
8. These countries are: Argentina, Costa Rica, the Democratic Republic of 
Congo, Ghana, Guyana, Indonesia, Kenya, Lao PDR, Mexico, Nepal, Pana-
ma, the Republic of Congo and Tanzania (as of August 2011).
9. Working Draft Version 5 (revised): December 22, 2010 is available on the 
FCPF homepage under Templates and Guidance: http://www.forestcar-
bonpartnership.org/fcp/.
10. The text in the Guidelines on Stakeholder Engagement in REDD+ Readi-
ness With a Focus on the Participation of Indigenous Peoples and Other 
Forest-Dependent Communities (draft version May, 2011) is repeated in 
the Annexes to the R-PP template (FCPF & UN-REDD 2010c). The final 
Guidelines are expected to be presented to the UN-REDD Policy Board 
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and annexed to the Joint FCPF/UN-REDD Harmonized Guidance on the 
Engagement of Indigenous Peoples and other Forest Dependent Commu-
nities by October 2011 (Kantcheva 2011).
11. These 13 countries are: Bolivia, Cambodia, Democratic Republic of the 
Congo (DRC), Ecuador, Indonesia, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Paraguay, 
the Philippines, Solomon Islands, Tanzania, Viet Nam and Zambia.
12. The UNDRIP was adopted by the General Assembly of the UN on Sep-
tember 13, 2007 in broad consensus by 143 countries (US, Canada, New 
Zealand, and Australia being the only countries to vote against, whereas 11 
countries abstained and 35 were absent).
13. See for example: Illegal Logging and Related Trade: The Global Response 
and Indicators of Change (Fripp 2006); Revised ITTO criteria and indi-
cators for the sustainable management of tropical forests including report-
ing format (ITTO 2005); The pyramid: A diagnostic and planning tool for 
good forest governance (Mayers, Bass and Macqueen 2002).
14. These same principles are also found in the UN-REDD/Chatham House 
Framework for Monitoring REDD+ Governance, see Box 6.
15. See: http://www.profor.info/profor/knowledge/defining-forest-govern-
ance-indicators
16. See for example,  IFAD’s land tenure indicators.
17. The CCBA also has a design standard for individual forestry and land-use 
projects including REDD+, the Climate, Community and Biodiversity 
Project Design Standards (CCB Standards), intended to secure positive 
co-benefits for conservation projects in the voluntary carbon market. See 
http://www.climate-standards.org/standards/thestandards.html
18. Others include GenderCC (www.gendercc.net) and IUCN (www.gen-
derandenvironment.org).
19. See for example Carbon righteousness:  How to lever pro-poor benefits 
from REDD+ (IIED 2011).
20.  FCPF & UN-REDD 2011, page 4 (g)
21. The FCPF part of the FCPF & UN-REDD (2011) focuses mainly on miti-
gation of harm, whereas sharing of benefits (and compensation beyond sta-
tus quo) do not feature.
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22. May be included in one or more of the underlying safeguard policies: Envi-
ronmental Assessment (OP 4.01), Natural Habitats (OP 4.04), Forests (OP 
4.36), Pest Management (OP 4.09), Dam Safety (OP 4.37) Physical Cultur-
al Resources (OP 4.11), Involuntary Resettlement (OP 4.12), Indigenous 
Peoples (OP 4.10), International Waterways (OP 7.50), and Disputed Ar-
eas (OP 7.60)
23. Criteria 14 through 20.
24. Criterion 3.1 states that REDD+ should generate additional positive im-
pacts on livelihood security.
25. Criterion 9 states that economic, social and political well-being should be 
respected and enhanced.
26. Explicitly mentioned in 30 ‘Guidelines on Stakeholder Engagement’ (FCPF 
& UN-REDD 2011) that activities that affect indigenous people should 
follow a human rights-based approach (pages 2-3).
27. The FCPF argues that their approach to engaging with indigenous people 
‘… can be considered to be equivalent to Free, Prior and Informed Consent’ 
(FCPF & UN-REDD 2011, page 3).
28. Criterion 6.3 specifically mentions that those who represent stakeholders 
must be accountable to them.
29. Rather, the ‘Guidelines on Stakeholder Engagement’ (FCPF & UN-REDD 
2011) focus on representation of indigenous groups through ‘recognition 
of existing processes, organizations and institutions, e.g., councils of elders, 
headmen and tribal leaders; indigenous peoples should have the right to 
participate through representatives chosen by themselves in accordance 
with their own procedures and decision-making institutions,’ i.e. there are 
no mechanisms to validate whether these ‘existing processes’ actually cater 
for accountability and representativeness.  
30. Under criterion 1.1.a ‘participatory process’ to identify right holders is men-
tioned, but no guidance.
31. UN-REDD (2011e) on Participatory Governance Assessments outlines a 
strategy for participatory monitoring of process and outcomes in relation to 
governance issues in REDD at the national level involving various State and 
civil society stakeholders.
32. Criteria 4.1 and 4.5.
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Annex 1
Elements of Free,  
Prior and Informed Consent
•	 Free implies no coercion, intimidation or manipulation
•	 Prior implies consent has been sought sufficiently in advance of any au-
thorization or commencement of activities and respects time require-
ments of indigenous consultation/consensus processes
•	 Informed implies that information is provided that covers (at least) the 
following aspects:
. The nature, size, pace, reversibility and scope of any proposed project 
or activity
. The reason/s or purpose of the project and/or activity
. The duration of the above
. The locality of areas that will be affected
. A preliminary assessment of the likely economic, social, cultural and 
environmental impact, including potential risks and fair and equitable 
benefit sharing in a context that respects the precautionary principle
. Personnel likely to be involved in the execution of the proposed project 
(including indigenous peoples , private sector staff, research institu-
tions, government employees and others)
. Procedures that the project may entail
•	 Consent 
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Consultation and participation are crucial components of a consent process. 
Consultation should be undertaken in good faith. The parties should establish 
a dialogue allowing them to find appropriate solutions in an atmosphere of mu-
tual respect in good faith, and full and equitable participation. Consultation re-
quires time and an effective system for communicating among interest holders. 
Indigenous peoples should be able to participate through their own freely chosen 
representatives and customary or other institutions. The inclusion of a gender 
perspective and the participation of indigenous women are essential, as well as 
participation of children and youth as appropriate. This process may include the 
option of withholding consent. Consent to any agreement should be interpreted 
as indigenous peoples have reasonably understood it.
Source: FCPF and UN-REDD 2011:10.
Annex 2
Table on Values of Select REDD+  
Social Tools
In the table below, property rights implies a focus on respecting statutory and 
customary rights to land and resources. Access rights implies a specific focus on 
respecting access and use rights.  Benefit sharing implies a focus on ensuring that 
the benefits of REDD+ are shared equitably. Biodiversity implies a focus on pre-
serving biodiversity and ecosystem services. Livelihood implies a focus on sup-
porting well-being and securing livelihoods when implementing REDD+, i.e. a 
much broader focus than benefit sharing. Participation implies a focus on ensur-
ing participation (going beyond consultations) of weak stakeholders, i.e. rural 
communities and indigenous groups. Information implies a focus on ensuring 
that information about REDD+ policies and projects is made available to all rel-
evant stakeholders in good time for them to react and be meaningfully involved. 
Stakeholder representation implies a focus on ensuring accountability of the rep-
resentatives towards those they are supposed to represent. Participatory process 
monitoring implies a focus on supporting the monitoring of REDD+ impacts 
by local people. Policy coherence implies a focus on assuring consistency with 
existing national policies.
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Substantive value CCBA and 
Care REDD+ 
Social and 
Environmental 
Standards 
FCPF
Strategic 
Environmental and 
Social Assessments  
+ Guidelines 
on Stakeholder 
Engagement in 
REDD+
UN-REDD Programme
Social and Environmental 
Principles and Criteria 
+Guidelines on 
Stakeholder Engagement 
in REDD+ + Participatory 
Governance Assessments 
for REDD+
Property rights X X X20
Access rights X No No
Benefit sharing X No21 X
Biodiversity X (X)22 X23
Livelihood X24 No X25
Participation X X X
Information X X X
Human rights X X X26
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Substantive value CCBA and 
Care REDD+ 
Social and 
Environmental 
Standards 
FCPF
Strategic 
Environmental and 
Social Assessments  
+ Guidelines 
on Stakeholder 
Engagement in 
REDD+
UN-REDD Programme
Social and Environmental 
Principles and Criteria 
+Guidelines on 
Stakeholder Engagement 
in REDD+ + Participatory 
Governance Assessments 
for REDD+
Free, prior, and 
informed consent
X (X)27 X
Grievance X X X
Stakeholder 
representation
X28 Noas UN-REDD No29
Stakeholder 
identification
No30 No No
Independent process 
monitoring
No No No
Participatory process 
monitoring
No No X31
Policy coherence X32 No X
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the Development of Social Sciences Research in Africa (CODESRIA), the International Union 
for the Conservation of Nature (IUCN) and the University of Illinois at Urbana Champaign 
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governments and local people with needed revenue, wealth, and subsistence. Responsive 
local governments can provide forest resource-dependent populations the flexibility 
they need to manage, adapt to and remain resilient in their changing environment. RFGI 
aims to enhance and help institutionalize widespread responsive and accountable local 
governance processes that reduce vulnerability, enhance local wellbeing, and improve 
forest management with a special focus on developing safeguards and guidelines to 
ensure fair and equitable implementation of the Reduced Emissions from Deforestation 
and Forest Degradation (REDD+) and climate-adaptation interventions.
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Union for the Conservation of Nature, and University of Illinois at Urbana–Champaign.
Council for the Development of Social Science Research in Africa (CODESRIA) is an independent 
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promote and facilitate research and knowledge production using a holistic, multi-disciplinary approach. 
The Council is committed to combating the fragmentation of knowledge production, and the African 
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http://www.codesria.org
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and sustainable development focusing in part on ensuring effective and equitable governance of 
natural resource use. IUCN supports scientific research, manages field projects all over the world, and 
brings governments, NGOs, the UN and companies together to develop policy, laws and best practice. 
RFGI works with IUCN’s Regional Offices for Central and West Africa (PACO) and Eastern and Southern 
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http://www.iucn.org  
University of Illinois at Urbana–Champaign is a public research-intensive university in the U.S. state 
of Illinois. A land-grant university, it is the flagship campus of the 
University of Illinois system. At UIUC, RFGI activities are part of the 
Social Dimensions of Environmental Policy Initiative (SDEP) of the 
Department of Geography and Geographic Information Science 
and the Beckman Institute. 
http://sdep.beckman.illinois.edu
